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Separate paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation- 


upt ix — ism 3 — stpjpnr (li) 

PART II — Section 3— Suh'Section (li) 

(WT *frnwi Hft fTfPT) HTOT RTWPC $ «ftT (*fa 4?* 5Ur(TTPT nit sffav*) 

f.nftiT mfwirtff sm fa$ nq faf** wmr tftx i 

Statutory orders and notifications issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(other than the Ministry of Defence) and by Central Authorities (other than the 

Administration of Union Territories). 


MINISTRY OF TOURISM AND CIVIL AVIATION 

New Delhi, the 21st July 1972 

S.O, 2395. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-rule (2) of rule 9, clause (b) of sub-rule (2) of 
rule 12 and sub-rule (1) of rule 24 of the Central 
Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) 
Rules, 1965 and in partial modification of the notifi- 
cation of the Government of India, Ministry of Com- 
munications No. SRO 631-B dated the 28th February, 
1957 in so far as it relates to the Civil Aviation De- 
partment, the President hereby directs that — 

(1) in respect of the posts in the General Central 
Service Class II, specified in column 1 of Part 1 of 


the Schedule to this order, the authority specified in 
column 2 shall be the Appointing Authority and the 
authority specified In column 3 shall be the Disciplinary 
Authority in regard to the penalties specified in 
column 4; and 


(2) in respect of the posts in the General Central 
Service, Class III and the General Central Service. 
Class IV, specified in column 1 of Parts II and III 
of the said Schedule, the authority specified in column 
2 shall be the Appointing Authority and the authori- 
ties specified in columns 3 and 5 shall be the Discipli- 
nary Authority and the Appellate Authority respec- 
tively in regard to the penalties specified in column A 


Schedule 

Part I — General Central Service, Class II 


Description of post 

Appointing Authority 

Authority competent to impose per pith s 
and penalties which it may impose (with 
reference to item numbers in rule ii) 



Authority 

Penalties 

r 

2 

3 

4 

Civil Aviation Department 

All Posts 

Director General of Civil Aviation 

Dhector Genera! of 
Civil Aviation. 

All 
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Part II — General Central Service, Class III 


Description of Post 


Appointing Authority 


Authority competent to impose penalties and 
penalties which it may impose ( with refoier ce 
to item numbers in rule x i) 


Authority 


Penalties 


Appellate Authority 



Oivil Aviation Dtp 
(Headquarters Oftice) 
All posts 


Dineeior of Administra- Diroctor of Adminisire- All 
tion tioti 


Dlracior Genetal ot Civil 
Aviation. 


Air Routes Be Aerodrome t Orga- 
nisation 
All posts 


Diroctor of Administra- Director of Adminisua- All 
tion. tion 


Aeronautical Communication 
Organisation 

Painter; Wireless Mechanic; Director, Radio Con- Director, Radio Cons- Ail 
Crystal Mechanic; Ins- situation Be Develop- struction & Development 
trument Mechanic; Tool meut Units. Units. 

Mechanic; Electrician; 

Fitter; Turner; Welder; 

Blacksmith and Tinsmith. 


Direotor General ol Civil 
Aviation. 


Director General oi Civil 
Aviation, 


Other posts 


Director of Administra- Director of Adminisire* All 
tion tion 

Controller concerned (i) to iv) 


Director General of Civil 
Aviation, 

Director of Administra* 
tion, 


Aeronautical Inspection Organi- 
sation, Including Overhaul 
TJtnsf Calibration Unit 

All posts 


Director of Administra- Director of Administra- All 
tion tion. 

Controller of Aeronaut!- (i) to (iv) 
cal Inspection con- 
cerned. 


Director General of Civil 
Aviation, 

Director of Administra* 
tion. 


Oivil Aviation 'Training Centre 
All Posts 


Gliding Centres. 
All potfs 


Diroctor of Administra- Director ot Administra- All 
tion tion 

Principal, Civil Aviation (i) to (iv) 
Training Centre. 


Director of Administra- Director of Administra- AH;; 


Controller c.f Aerodromes (i) to (iv) 
or Controller of Aero- 
nautics] Inspection con- 
cerned. 


Direotor General of Civil 
Aviation. 

Director of Administra- 
tion. 


Director Gonoral of CM[ 
Aviation. 

Director o 4 Administra- 
tion. 


Central Examination Organisation 
All posts 


Director Aircraft Intpeetion, 
Kanpur- 
All posts 


Director of Administra- Diroctor of Administra- All 
tion tion 

Deputy Director, Central (i) to (iv) 
Examination Organisa- 
tion. 


Director oi Administra- Diroctor of AdminUtra- All 
tion tion 


Director, Alrcrslt Ins- (1) to (Iv) 
pection 


Director General oi Clvi 
Aviation. 

Director of Administra- 
tion. 


Director Gereral ot CIvJJ 
Aviation. 

Director General of Civil 
Aviation. 



Sir, 
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PART III — General Central Services, Class IV 


Description at Post 


Appointing Authority 


Authority competent to impose penalties 
and panaltios which it may impose (with re- 
ference to item numbers in rule n) 


Authority 


Penalities 


Applejate Authority 


Civil Aviaticn Department 
(Headquarters Office) 

All posts 

Air Routes & Aerodromes Orga- 
nisation Office oj the Controller 
o •) Aerodromes and Aerodrme 
Offiaes in Charge of Non- 
gaeetted Officers. j 
AH posts 

Aerodrome Office in Charge oj 
Qattetted Officer 
All posts 


Assistant Director ot 
Administration 


Assistant Director of 
Administration 


Senior AarodromeOffioor Senior Aerodrome Oflioor 


Office of ' the Electrical and 
Mechanical Officer 
All posts .... 

Aeronautical Communication Or- 
ganisation. Office of the Con- 
troller of Communication and 
Communication Station- in- 
Charge of Hon-gaeetted officer 
All posts .... 


Office of the Controller of Cen- 
tral Radio Stores Depot 
All posts 

Radio Construction and Develop- 
ment Units 

All posts .... 


Senior Aerodrome or : 
Aerodrotn® or Assistant 
Aerodrome Officer or 
Assistant Communication 
Officer or Assistant 
Technical Officer con- 
cerned 


Electrical and Mechanical 
Officer 


Senior Communication 
officer or Senior Tech- 
nical Officer. 


Senior Communication 
Officer 


Sanior Aerodrome or A1 
Aerodrome or Assistant 
Aerodrome Officer or 
i Assistant Communication 
Office! or Assistant 
Tochinical Offioor con- 
cerned 


Electrical and Mechanical 
Offler 


Senior Communication 
Officer or Senior Tech- 
nical Officer. 


Senior Communication 
Officer 


Senior Technical Officer Senior Technical Officer 


Communication Stations-in-Charge 


of Oanetted Officers. 
All posts . 


All posts .... 

Aeronautical Inspection Or- 
ganisation including Overhaul f 
Calibration Units 
All posts .... 

Other Sub-Aeronautical Inspec- 
tion Offices under the charge of 
Senior Arcraft Inspector or 
an Aircrqft Inspector 
Allpost8 .... 

Civil Aviation Training Centre 
All posts .... 

Gliding Centres 
All posts .... 


Offlcer-in*Ch«ree 


Officer-m-Charge 


Senior A'rcrafr Inspector Senior Aircraft Inspector AU 


Senior Aircraft Insp SCtO" 
or Aircraft Inspector 

Instructor-in-Charge, 

A.T.S. 

Controller of Aeronauti- 
cal Inspection or Con- 
troller of Aerodromes 
concerned. 


Senior Aircraft Inspector 
or Aircraft Inspector 

Instructor-in-Charge, 

A.T.S. 

Controller of Aeronauti- 
cal Inspection or Con- 
troller of Aerodromes 
concerned 

Instructor In-Charge 


«)to(to) 


Director ol Adminlstra 
tlon. 


Controller ol Aerodromes 


Controller of A«rodrm*r 


Controller oi Aerodromes. - 


Controller of Communi- 
cation. 


Controller of Central Radio 
Stores Depot. 


Director, Radio Construc- 
tion and Development 
Unit. 


Controller of Communi- 
cations concerned. 


Controller of Aeronauti- 
cal Inspection, 


Controller of Aeronautical 
Inspection concerned. 

Principal, Civil Aviation 
Training Centre, 

Director of Administration, 


Controller of Aerodromes 
or Controller of Aero- 
nautical Inapection con- 
cerned. 
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Central Examination Organisation 

All posts .... Deputy Director, Central Deputy Director, Central All Director of Administra- 

Examination Organise- Examination Organisa- rion. 

tion. tion. 

Director of Aircraft Inspection, 

Kanpur 

All posts .... Senior Scientific Officer Senior Scientific Officer All Director Aircraft ' In- 

spection, 


Note: — In case an employee specified in column i of this Schedule has been appointed prior to the publication of this notification 
in the offlc al grz;tte by an authority higher in rank to the authority specified in column 2, then no penally specified in caluses 
(v) to (ixl of rule 11 of the Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965 shall be imposed upon that 
employee by any authority subordinate to the first mentioned authority. 


'FfaTT SltT <TFR RsTTSPT 

21 1972, 

«PIo WTo 23 95. — Esfasr TT'TT 
pETWur cETT Wffa - ) f?EnT, 19 65 % faTR 9 % ST-fam 

(2), ftm 12 % TT-fiTiPT (2) % (u) twr Pm 

24 % TT-ftm ( 1 ) HTTT 5TW WfraniF =FT iTTEl 7R?r 

;ji[ tT«rr '»rn:ff turnr % # stTst^tt 

ewi »fto Pro srro 631 -sr, fernr 28-2-1957 Jr, 

^ to fa tptt f^FmrsT fa*rr*r Jr estst srtfw 

TqtrfT'TI TRcT f IT TP^Tfa ^T^JTTT fafa TiT* | fa - 

( 1 ) ^FT % VTFT 1 % Tim 1 

Jr fafafa^ Ermr %E?fa Jnrr II % 
q?fr %■ Ecu Jr, sfetr 2 Jr fafafor srrfwft 
fa^far snfwft crt crtr 

3 Jr fafafe: snfacKr 4 Jr f^r^rF^e 

srrfcprf % Ecsr Jr ^trmrf'W srrfaqrrtf 
ffar ; tffa 

( 2) cfffr spjijsfr % hft II q 1 *rpr III % cn^nr 
1 Jr fafkfcss Ewr«r Jfar «r°fr III 
*rrmr ^rffa Err IV % quf 


[No. C-i 1021/1/72- VE*] 
T. ARUM 11 GUAM, Dy. Secy. 

% Tfafsr Jr, crtr 2 Jr fafalw srrfsnfrfaV 
f^PTf^r crfsEnfr ?f>rr ?wt qrrarr 3>r sJ 
fafaft ct suftEFTfr qrr^TR 4 Jr fafafanj 
mfafaf % Ecu Jr qwnrr: 'M^urrufJu+i srrfff- 
^RT rm wfTeft crfaTrifr jfrrf 1 

EET I — iTTRER ATT, ^ofT— II 

7 ? «n fqqroT fajftc snfsrarrr wrfEr wrdfar trE 

% faq rreR q i ftTT T fl 
mr r?fl% ffRt mOPm 

qft 5 rr% qmT wifewt 
(fwr 11 % *r?r% 
rrsqurf % Jr) 

qTfWrfr wrftrRt 


qWT fqHMd f*r«TFT 

mftTi qmfaqm*r$rfaEw qmfarm rnfr 


*TFT II — Blhhq Ect ^fT iii 


qq «frr fancr 

HiPy “hi (V 

?rfeT isnOfMej ^ % firJr ^rarnr 
srrfsrqrrtr ?wr jrt wttpRT 

unJr q^fr unfenrt (Pm II % 
# 3 %. ir E«qr«ff % Jr) 

«r<ft5fr snftwft 




srfenrt 


( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(s) 

+nq\ fq *i m n (qRrii 
(ijsqm) 

SPfftqq 

fJfaTFT, snimrij 

Prurnr, STO 

ITfft 

TFR Phtpet E^rPr^ 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

«q 1 1 WEI TRT PRmSR TEER 

PEpT? 

^iPw TTTR TITR 

Pt^sef, mum 

pRBEF, T9TER 

w4Y 

TER PCRTR W?rpT*?EF 

1RT ; RR 4%pR ; 

PeRhf, tfwr fn-M I ’ji 

Pr?ef, tIttI Prwfar 


ter Peter wsrPePtef 

PfRET H'J'Pl'ti ; TT- 

; wPtr 
■ p^vf)' f+HtroO ) 
fW'< ; <i4< ; thr ; 
?rt#Prr 

RtPeFRZJPr 

.. _ . r** r~ 

RT TRTET T£HT 



TRT R 

pT^SR. SETTER 

Pt^jitt, setter 

w*fl 

•TER pTHTHT WjrpRSRT 



*RpR pR3EF 

(i) * (iv) 

PRuttt, Ttrm 

wi«rr?k wfe/ifm jjPr 
W p[<T tUTpR PfflaRI IET3W 

TEp R 

Prur, tmrm 

PtRtt, JOTER 

TTp 

TER faWRT W^lPPpR 



^ttPef Prdww 

(i) *r (iv) 

Pt^it, setter 

TER pERR wfww 


Peer 



R 

PPmr, srsim 

Pt^titt, mnm 

TEft 

TER pDTRT W^lPPtSEF 



wttttpt, m Prr-t 

^Pvi aRT ^rfc 

(i) * (iv) 

Pt^brt, twer 

mft r 

Pt^jef, wm 

Prtur^, setter 

*nfr 

TERfaTRT W|lPri«TTT 



IRfSR PETRIS Prtf jpf 
♦wiPef fWsror Prr 

(i)^(iv) 

PT^UTT, JfRE 

«RfpT 'rttWT RAH 





R<ft 'El 

Pitsw, srwm 

Pt^tit?, rier 

TBfft 

TER pRRT WJTpRW 



TT-f-T^WE, %t#R 

(i) * (iv) 

Priw^, rter 



Td9TT TpTR 



PeIhef, Petr Mtonr, mnyx. 




WWt R 

PPtw, ottcr 

Prififr srier 

wwr 

ter Ptrrt w$rPrt?n> 



Pt^we, Petr Prfrww 

(i) » (iv) 

ter Peter wjtPt^to 


WEI III — TTETTR ^fnr trt, W^fr IV 


tt <pt Peert Pr^Pnr wiftr^nft wtPr WKtfR % fair tww TpfPrt jT fwyrf V 

snfsrsFifV {rwr jet wr>Pr wfY 
wr TRft virR-d-ni (Peet 1 1 % wrEfw 
r WOTmf % 


wifEr^rd nrrfRWt 


(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

TER pRTRT pTWR 





(wwirr) 





TEff T5 

W$RTT PTTTTTT, SRTITR 

TI^EEF fT^EF, TOUT 

Tofr 

Pt^FI«F, STIJITTR 







PT f 5T«TT 

5EHTOT, fWf? faq'tfW qT 
qqqfcrq cT^rr snjsrrfwcf 
Trf gyrf wV % «PT*f»rfTt 
faqrqefcr +wT^<t 

*r*ft qq ttj; PnrrT^wTsnrrfr qqr frmtmz g faym qvfr M?f 

WTfWff qftmfqqf % 
w fl q rr ft fwH^r qqqftfq 

a-? qqr frtrrws- qqfqq w fzmvm *r«fr f^mr^jr ftqsrqr 

ITT ftTTR^- 3TT qr f^ TTT ^T W ?T 

fqqprafo srfwft irr qr q^iqq; faqpwrf 
qr f^pnp qqn: *rfqTTft qfHifr qr q^rw 
m wrw ciqpftqft wftr- qrqrTSTftrqpfrqT qqroq; 

qqpfaft srfaqrr# 

^wrr qr*rr qrfaqr ?TfM ^ 1 0 qq 
qqqfaq 

qqfr qq #«pr fnq-r srtftr qr wftrprfl' #trq q«n qffffqr srftrmt q»fr fqqpr^sr fqq*q; 

<hnfqqr qqn ffw, qqR 
r^iq^Y'. qq qqqfqq rrqr ■q q _ 
qfiraffRmftqf% qrtfmrl’ 

?Ntt q£vrq 

q*ft qq qnr q»rn: *rftr*rft qr sm qqn srftmtf qr q*ft *tmx f<rtm 

snrr qqpffat trfaqqfr ,qr q*qta?t 'trftmrrfy 

%??tq tfaq'T faqt % 
fqirarr qrr qrrqfaq 


q*ff qq 

tfqqr fqqfTr qqr f«mq qfqr 

qqr qqrq wfa*rtf 

qqq qqrq qfsmfr 

qtft 

%*ffa tfaqt fat* faqt 

% falffl* 

wfr qq 

qnrqfqq wftrqnfctff % 
qmfqr^V qqrr ^?pr 

qfT qpqtert q^TTifr 

qq* q*tr*r qfaqqtr 

qtfr 

tfqq'l faqfa q«n fa*rq 
*jffaY % Whrrqr 

qqfr qq 

rftntfir/irtvR ^fqqr qfijq 
qqrfqqr Prcterq q'qsq 

qrfaqrtt trfarwtt 

vtfqrfr fffaqqtt 

qtfr 

qqfqq tfiTT fq^qr 

qqf qq 

qan: fqqrq fatter* qr fqqrq 
faster* %■ qrfaqrc $ w?qrfq 
qrq fT-tqrfa* fafr^q 
qqqf*rq 

qqr fqqrq faster* 

qq* fqqrq fatter* 

rnfr 

fqifrqr frrftwq Mcrqr 

qql qq 

qqr fqqrq fatter* qr 
fqqR fatter* 

qq* faqpr fatter* qr 
faqTq fatter* 

qqr 

qqfsrq ^qrf^qr fvrttwor 
f^nr 
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0) 


( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 


TPTT f#7T77 STfWT *7T 





7#t 77 

f^7T7 7T7T7T7 77T#f % 

f77T7 7T7T7T7 77T7T 

7 #V 

70171717, 7T7T fWR 


TTtfTTfr mFviw 

% TTfarfr ifwfnr 


TfwfFT %7f 

«7l|ff7 %7T 





7#t 77 

7#f#7 77TflT frftSTT 

#rf#7 tfTTfarr fTfifaw 

7#t 

fTretTPfr, 77177 


% Pro 7T f#7I7^r 

% Fn MCI t 7T f#7T75^7 

(i) & (i v ) 

##f#7 f#77T 


Pufsrvj 

fTWF 


7T fTTTfTTT PrftftTT 



TTfalft TftTSPF 




#wr 

7 #t 77 

fttm, f# 7 R f#trw 7 , 

7 T 7 qr 

7 #t 77 


57 *f 7 ^ 7 r 7 r, ^T-jflR 9 #tlET 

#757 TftWT #757 


77T ffirrfTTT trf#7Kt 77T $###>7 *lf#«FrfV 


7 #t 


7 #t 


f^UTT, 7^77 


ftfoRs f# 7 PT Prfttfm- 


ftcqnft . — 1 # faftfog #tf qi#7| ft ^7 yf#%77T % TO^ TDITO # 777717 # fa#t 

7Tfa*nft I ITT frTJW PfTT 771 $1 7> 7777 2 7 Tlfimft # 77# T^ETC % #t 77 TTfalTft 7T 

$r#t7 F7f77 #7r(ap ff^V,« r, faTCR 7*rr TTfa) f#77 1965 % f777 u % qti¥ (v) # (iX) # fafTfag 
#H#V 7rf#T fT fg g T 7T f77 TTt # FdHd< 77%f^#t7Tf#77ftgHT OKtf^ Tjft 7?t TTprtft I 

[#° 77 o #t-i 1021/ l/7 2-#rof«] 
7 t° 7 TVJ 77 , 77 7 f#*T I 


MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 

(Indian Standards Institution) 

Net 0 Delhi, the 22nd February 18 * ' 

8 . 0 . *396. — In pursuance of sub-regulation (1) of Regulation 5 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks 
Reaul ationj 1935, the Indian Standard! Institution hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particular c of which are mentioned in the 
Schedule given hereafter, have been cancelled : 


ThbSchbduU! 


SI, No. and Title of the No. and Date of Gazette Notification in which Establishment 

No. Indian Standard Cancelled of the Indian Standard was Notified 


1. IS : 76-1930 Specification for linseed oibrefln- S.R.O. 638 dated 26 Merch 1953, published in the Gazette of India, Pert II, 

ed, for paints Section 3, dated 26 March, 1933. 

2. IS : 358*1954 Specification for linseed oil, S.R.O. 829 dared 11 April 1955 , published in the Gazciie 01 India, Pan II, 

pharmaceutical. Section 3, dated 16 April 1935. 

3. IS t 3474E-1966 Specification for solvent* S.O.?Oii dated 23 September 1966. published in the Gazette oflndiB, Pertll, 

extracted linseed oil. Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated 8 October, 1966. 


[No. CMD'i 3 :7] 

B,S. KRISHNAMECHAR, 
Deputy Director General. 
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htwt vr ftarcw 

flf ffaftt, 22 TrRft, 1968 

qflo ftjo 2396. — H*DT RET TT fafrffaT flTTcfftT EHT? ftETT (sWRflfTf ) faffaET 1955 % faffam 5 ^ OTfftfftim 
( 1) $ *PJBTC HTOfrT REP ftFR ^TTT ^Tf^f-dd fWT RFI $ fttft ft fftF RTifftT FTElft % fcft fift §, 

T$ «FT fftft flft g : 

«PH rter T? fVft flft RCcfth HEW $71 'TTTHT RTT ilfttfo RTTfT % trcr 4ft bwt ftk ffafar fftHft qroffq 

HEW % Pr«f^T qft ^ETT JmftRT J$ ftt 


1 . 


2 . 


3. 


IS : 76 — i95o*HTtnH%fftqqfE^4Rftt* 
far qft fftfinfe 

IS : 558 — 1954 Hfafafl TTHftt % far 4ft 

fftftrffa 


<rnrr % tret hei II law 3 , ffarNr 26 he#, 1955 if s wiffai 

^To 51Ko ftfa 658,ffaTfa 26BT#, 1955 

HTR % TRRT HTH II *3R3, ffaW 16 «r^T, 1955 ft SRlffar 
tTHo HTTo ftfe 829, ffaftfl 1 1 tqftT, 1955 


IS : 3474$ — 1966sfaiqftSTRffafnftflft4Rfa HTCT % TRET HET II UR 3, U' RSR ( 2 ) , ffafaT 8 ttPfffJfT, 1 9 6 6 
% far 4ft faftlfa ft SWTffar ftfa 3011, ffaW 23 ffaTRT, 196 6 


[ft° ftt RT ft / 1 3 : 7.] 
afro RT° fwrniNR, 
^RT^iffarfaw i 


(Department of Industrial Development) 

(Indian Standard* Institution) 

Nett) Delhi, the ist July, 1969 

li.O. >397. — In pursuance of sub-regulations (2; and (3) of regulation 3 of the Indian Standatde Insulin co (Ctrl Tarim 
M*rks) Regulations, 1955, as amended from time to time, the Indian Standards Institution hereby noifics that tie Irdhr Started , t,'i 
particulars of which a'e ntmtioned in .he Schedule given hereafter, have been cSisbUshed during the period if 1030 June 1569 : 

The Schedule 


si. 

No. 

No. and Title of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No.& Title of the Indian Stand- 
ard if any, superseded by the new 

Indian Standard 

Brief Particulars 

(1) 

12) 

(?) 



1, IS : 28-1969 Spcc'flcat’on for phosphor 

bronze ingots and castings ( second, revi- 
sion). 

2. IS 271-1969 Grading of white, tossa and 

daises uncut Indian jute {first revision), 


3. *IS t 1184-1968 SPec'flcation for maize 
starch for use in the cotton textile industry 
{first revision). 


4. *IS : 1703-1968 SPec’flcation for ball valves 
(horizontal plunger type) including float 
for waror supply purposes (first revision). 


IS : 28-1958 Specification for This standard covers the requirtmtns of 
phosphor bronze ingots and two grades of phosphor brorze irgots 
castings (revised). and castings designated as PCuSn7 and 

PCuSnio. (Price Rs, 4-00) 


IS : 271- 1950 Grading of raw jute 
kutcha assortment). 


• IS : 1184-1957 Specification for 
maize starch for use in the cotton 
textile industry. 


♦ IS : 1703-1962 Specification for 
ball valves (horizontal-plunger 
type) including floats for water 
supply purposes, 


This standard covers the grading of wh.i 
TOSSA and DAJSEB iure fjom whi 
the roots have not been cur, (Pri 
Rs. 3-50). 

This stardard preterit: ucvii< ir 1 1 , ! o 
ma'ze starch as marvfrcit'i rd ty the 
sulphitation process for use in the cotton 
textile industry as a sizing and flnisbi n 
material (price Rs. 6-oo). 

This stardard Ic ye dtyn i rev'j 1 ir < 1 1 
regardirg s zes, material manufacture rrd 
workmanship, we ght ard testirg of 
ball valves (horizontal plunger type) 
including floats for water supply purposes 
(Price Rs. 6-00). 


♦For purooses of the Indian Standards Institution Certification Marking Scheme, IS 1 1184-1968 and IS : 1703-19(8 flail ctjnc 
1 < form with effect from X July 1969 while IS : 2474-1968 with effect from 1 Augusr 1969, 
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( 4 ) 


5 . 1 $ : 2448 j(Part II)-i968 Specification for 

adhesive insulating tapes for electrical 
purposes, ; Jj 


Part II tapes wi’h P\ C subsirates. 

6 . *IS ; 2474-1968 Specification for closures 
fni drums. 


7 * IS : 2591-1969 Specification for hot rolled 
bars for threaded como tents (firai in isinn). 


This standard covers adhesive insulating 
tapes for electrical purposes with pvc 
substrates to be used for holding, binding 
and insulating in electrical applications 
(Price Rs. 6-50'!. 


This standard prescribes the requirements 
for closures for drums. The following 
types of closures arc covered : 

(a) 75-and xoo-nun seperate neck with inner 
Plug and capseal; 

(b) 32 -and 44-mm tapered spout wi'h inner 
Plug and capseal! 

(cl Integral neck with plug and capseal; 

(dl Lever lid, tight fit; and 
(e) Screw-on type brass bung and fauce 
(Price Rs. 4-00), 


S ; 2591-1964 Specification for This standard prescribes the sizes and 
hot rolled bats for threaded com- tolerances of hot rolled bars for the manu- 
ponents. facturc of threaded components (Price 

Rs. 2 ' Oo). 


K IS ; 4808-196 Specification for pyrernrum 
emulsifiable concentrates. 


o. IS : 4831- 1968 Recommendation on units 
and Symbols for refrigeration. 

id. IS j 4878-1968 Byelaws for construction 
of cinema buildings. 


it. IS 14905 1968 Methods for random sa'UO 

ing. 


12 4920-1968 Glossary of terms applicable 

to roof coverings . 


This standard prescribes the requirements 
and the methods of test for pyrethrum 
emulsifiable concentrates containing va- 
rious percentages of total pyrclluins 
(Price Rs. 6-50). 

This standard recommeds units and symbols 
to be used in refrigeration (Price Rs.5-50). 

This code deals with the standard provisions 
and requirements for safe and stable 
design, desirable acoustical and visibility 
conditions, methods of construction. «nd 
sufficiency of materials in structures and 
regulations for maintenance of equipment 
use and occupancy of places exhibiting 
cinematographic films (Price Rs. 12-50). 

This standard lays down general procedures 
for the selection of items from a lot on 
an objective bnsiB by using random 
sampling techniques. It also describes 
the methods of calculation of simple 
estimates like mean and proportion of 
defective from the sample data (Price 
Rs. 9-0o). 

This standard deals with terms cammonly 
used for various processes of roof cover- 
ings and are covered in seven sections 
(Price Rs. 7-00). 


13. IS 14928-1968 Specification for quick closing 
clack-valve foi aentrifugal pump outlet. 


i f. IS : 4049-1068 Specification for 2 Amp 
switches for demesne and similar purposes 


ThiB standard lays down the reouiretnenis 
regarding material, shape ard cHmcnsjcrs, 
construction and tests for quick closing, 
clack-valve for rentrifugal pump outlet 
(Price Rs. 3-50), 

This standard specifies requirements for 
manually operated 2-Amp single pole 
one-way switches, such as tumbler, push 
button and other types for deomestic 
and similar purposes, for incorpo ration 
in cords, lamp-holders or for mounting 
on or in appliances or accessories where 
tappings cannot be taken, suitable 
for use on acor dc circuits at rated 
voltages not exceeding 250 V (Price Rs. 
6' 50 ), 


15. TS : 4965-1968 Specification for inter- ( 1 ) IS : 2755-1964 Specification This standard prescribes ihe reouTcmcnts 
lock-knitted cotton vests fer plain and inter- lock knit- of grey, scoured or bleached interleck- 

t d cotton vests, and knitted corten vests. 

(li) IS : 3556-1066 Specification 

for plain kniued „ 

sleeveless cotton vests, (Price Rs. 5-001. 


*For purposes of the Indian Standards Insitution Certfication Marking Scheme, IS 1184-1968 and IS 1703-1968 shall 
erne into force with effect from 1 July 1969 While IS 2474-1968 witfi effect from 1 August 1969. 
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16, IS : 4986-1963 Code of practice for instal- 
lation of raingusgc ('non-recording type) 
and measurement of rajn. 


IT. IS : 4987-1968 Recommendations for esta- 
blishing network of raingauge stations. 


18. IS : 4994-1968 Specification for forceps, 

redressing, Walsham’s , right, left and 
strain htenjng. 

19. IS : 5019-1968 Specification for lubricating 

plugs. 

20. IS : 5053-1969 Dimensions for rought 

copper and copper alloy rods for fasteners. 


ai, IS : 5063-1969 Specification for TUB husk. 


This standard covers the details regarding 
the installation of raingauge (non-re 
cording type), method of measurement and 

recordingof precipitation 

(Price Rs. 5-50). 

ThiB standard lays down recommendation 
for distribution, density and representa 
tiveness of network of raingauge stations 
for rainfall Study 
(Price R s 3 ■ 50) 

This standard covers the requirements 
of Walsham’s redressing forceps, right, 
left and straightening. 

(Price Rs, 2-50) 

This standard specifies the requirement 
for lubricating plugs ( rice Rs. 2-50,). 

This standard specifies dimensions for 
copper and copper alloy rods for fair 
teners (both threaded and nonthfeadcd' 
(Price Rs. 1-50). 

This standard prescribes the requirements 

and the methods of sampling and test for 
TUR husk meant for livestock feeding 
(Price Rs. 1*50). 


These Indian Standards are available for sale with the Indian Standards Institution, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah Zafcr 
Mars, New Delhi- 1 and also ita bram ch offices at (i) 534 Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel Road, Bombay-7 (ii) 5 Chowringhee Approach 
Rood Cilcutta -13 (iii)54 General Patters Road, Madras-2(iv)ri7/4i8 B,Sarvodaya Nagar, Kanpur and (v) 5-9-201/2 Chirag Ali 
IitRo, Hyderabad- 1. 

[N0.CMD/13 :ao] 

(xfltfiPiH. from AWT) 

R$ totft, 1 1969 

* o WTo 23 97: — RTtf RTO TO ifrftfaR RTTRtR W tffRT ('JRTRR fTRf) fa-faRR 1 05 5 W WlRR 3$ 

RRfVtorT (2) (3) v qsjtrn; RrrftR to nrr fffsnjfRR fW rtrt $ to sr^ft 3 Pro RiTtfto 

Rt RH t, ^ 16 it 3 0 1 969 # RRfa $ fairf fTO fTO( R^ % 


iwtv torffto RTCftR RFPR ^ TO TtTOT RKtffa RTTOT TTO T* Jtr RTTrftR 
rVt sD'to TPJW rIt %f, *?t TO RWT Rtto 


RftTtT tom 



if IS : 28‘ — 1909’RTFTiT*t%- %tRT IS : 28 — 1958 TO $ R# % l[REf \ftX Risfr 

Rtt TKfr (^RTT % St itft Pcu Sl )7 >lfkPcu Sn 

(jRdftrR) 1 0 % t ?tofrriT fautfTR "fiV 

t I (*JTO Ro 4 . 00 ) 

2 . IS : 271 — 1969 R#T, TtRT *ftT IS : 271 — 1950 ^**ft TORR RR RTRR # fRRT wtt wft RT$ft R 9 )R ?f)RT 
faRT wit mi ttflq TORR % it® (rp^ RRTOt lit ) RiT itr Piylt, u i Rtl Wt 9 c. rid % RR fRtrfTR Rit fRRT 
PrakR (w jRftm) tot t 1 

(iJFRR 3.50) 
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(1) (*) (3) (4) 


3- * IS : 1 184 — 19 68 

wPr if ir fw # q?r w? 

^Pfb^ (q^WTJT tfOT) 


4- *IS : 1703 — 1968 WT f%« <«J 
wit % f^rrr ti% T TWt 
ifHfaprr (5 ? Pip 

VtfrfVffe (q^rrjrrftaTH) 


5. +IS : 2448 (WT 2) — 1968 

% f*i*rf i> piSi 0^4 

£Tf4ftPrftrfe wr 

iff 'TOT ifpt 


6. *IS : 2474 — 1968 frit Tt Vi 
VVt % 44W 


7. ’"IS : 2591 — 1969 ^fhTT g^ft % 

fag n4 Tfat wfw fafafe 
(n^tt yrttww) 

8. *IS : 4808 — 1968 'TFI^HT % 

TPWPTPT fl’T ff«T Pf fafafar 


w hmP> it *n PtaiPs 'd%Tl*i if 9Tf flPTi 
fwr PuPim 1% Pf nr^ff % if rrwttr 

fair wf vrir wir % wy % faw if 
xfimi Proffer Pt far f i ^ m? 
wpnpffaror fafa ,<rrnT fair fw 
ptst^ i 
(JJOT^o 6.00) 

wpp ir airr fudvvr if wr wfa *rir 
foff pfa wff ir mv mwf 

(wfinr fa^rc^i) ir fwr if ^mppi 
m#, Pmfa tfk Pr fM ) , ofa wh 
<Tfrww *ttonr£ faw Pt *rf f 1 
(IJFT Po 6. oo) 

nr wtp if fasfat % wm if ^5*ff pf 
fwPt TW%, *fN: ^flPT %if % WT 
ifwi%Jn%rfWr«ft-4trfft^qr?r^ 
faMPi pfa Ttw £rf ir fanr if niwni 
4f n|# i 

Po 6, s o) J 

W Wfa if fiff ir jwrff ir ftw if 
iriWTt? tff’Tf I | wif fo«ifafaff 
snpn: ir ippff ^ ftror »m | : 

(p) 75 tfk 100 fatff Pf *P?PT ptTT 
pfa iffertr wpr im ?ri, 
(p) 32<ffT 44pNftir>Pn5>T»ntT^Tir 
*41(1 (1 dTTi'i t<V iwr ?pf, 

(p) It f^d rpjrr 4 M\ci ^ PffiT ,1^1 
WfH ^nf, 

(t) w wisi'4Tir*ffaT% ^Hifpfa, 

(*) 4T% 'ffflH 4ft ttff jrfw 

4i% ^Pmc *rc ?nt i 

('fFlTHo 4.09) 

WPP if an% 4WT% ir fatf 
Tpf TPFf pfw N?t PTW frmffw 
pf ? I 

2 . 00 ) 

yr wpf if mpAnm ir TO ffti r for gr % 
fiw if cpwrpi *flT irfdirt 

ipw^rsTiffw wr^snff 
Slfow fw-fw fUTT % I 
(wr po 6.oo) 


*IS 1 184 — 1957 4WdP4 

gifpr if rwftn % fa-n Tp(ir ^ 
WTJ P l fvi fe 


*IS : 1703 — 1962 wr Pis <«l 
wit ir finr 41% Ptsft 

^T%r PH (l^NT 


*IS : 2591 — 1964 : ^4TT55ff 
ir fair pit Tf?T nfTTTT 
Prfirffea: 


*'8T HT #PTT 5TH1W1H JTtrJRT % f^tr : 2474—1968, 1 1TO, 1969 ^ WI?PlT I 
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(l) (2) (3) (4) 


9. IS : 4831 — 1968 softer qff^FP- 

$rf tfte teftef rnrfr ftemfoif 


io. IS : 4878 — 1 9 6 8 fnm qff 3 ?tt- 
rrf % frrWr nrrft rrfrrr 


11. IS : 4905 — 196 8 rFEff %% 
yOfRHW 'Tfffr 


12- IS : 4920 — 1968 ER qff S9M1*1 
if o'Mfter psrmff 


13 . 'IS 4928 — 1968 M'-inff TFT % 
(siTEZirr) 

rr^r rfor-row qff teftife 


14. IS : 4949 — 1968 m steT 

ifrtef % fwT, 2-5TPff -Ejtef qff 
frftrfte: 


tr rmr if softer if m Jr nte % fn* 
%fte steteff % mm if ternirr 
iff rt ? i 

5. so) 

?r tfforr if ototjW rte fterr; fWrar, 
-rfr *fte ^wT mrrff rrarte frrfteff, 
fnrW ratfrsff, mr-cf % for mrfioff 
^fr srrfte *fte rwr'i'i % tt-tott % 
frrrf, fitem qff ter^if fruiter rter 
orrrf % rrrte ^r frrr if rwrif ?flr 
stewte! iff nff $ i 
(jjw r<> 12 . so) 

$r nr*r if frtef Trfr if §■ rmff ite ^ 
rrrnTFsr rOTfteff n mffr rite ^tt 
nfter % r nr «rrf mrm frfnrr iff 
rf $ i *mf rrmft % rtetef % nrm 
^rjrm ntef nfif fr#?! qfdtii «pt nsr 
<fte nCter fnmte rft ra-fr tff rrrf 
ni % i 

(ij?r r» 9. oo) 

^r im if bit qff Eirrf % mrfnr 
frfnr rPwuff if pot *ft if spjot 
mteWt sor nr njmrf if fnj f i 
(ijpt r° 7. oo) 

rr rmi> if mmff rtef 1J5 ifrrifrter 
rfVET nfr fte rter r^-rorf if mter 
mff mrnff, m?fr nr frrW rfr 
Tfteor frms stewp? iff rf $ 1 
(*jpr 3. 50) 

«te rrmr if prrf % 

fnf 2 5 0 rt 0 ir rfmF Ttesri it ^fsr 
q;*ft rrrr tffiff rfnrf qt qrrr 
nte % mjir, $tt if mter rrir 2-n^ff 
rfr n# rr-t ftrrf 4 if nm:, 
5?r rrr m m ^f rqrR % 
ftetef, % fwr if tetemi terfter ^f 
rf | 1 ir fcrr Ttfrrf r*te rn fitertf 
% nr rrte rrn frmff % nnff 
m ^if r^mn nff if rrte % nr 
rte ?r ^rrif ^frr r "iff rr rrrff ?f 1 
(lJ?T 6 . so) 
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the gazette oe indta; September 2, 1972/bhadra n, 1&94 


3405 


(1) 


(2) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


15. IS : 4965 — 1968 

TpETR # fqfiifv. 


16. IS : 4987 — 1968 TOT#!## 

(tETT### TOFR %) % WTO 

sf# Wttotot # ## TOf#rr 


17. IS : 4987 — 1968 TOT#!# %#f 
TOT TOT ETOfTT TO# TOTO# 

ftmfw 


18. IS : 4994 — 1968 TOW % TP?, 

to# «rk ## ftf fror to# toTtoto 
# frof%f# 

19. IS: 5019 — 1968 R#TO<Tr## 

frof## 

20'. IS : 5053 — 1969TOTOTO (TOTTO#) 
% Pi ii pK9i #tot # * aifll frosr- 
tot; # ##T % TFT 


2i. IS : 5063 — i969 gr%fe#r# 
froftrf# 


TOT TTTOTO if r^T# T# TTOTOT TOWf# 
TTOTTTO TOTR TOT# g# TO#TOT# % 

fm t ### ##f# # to£ | i 

(iJETO TOo 5 . oo) 


TOT TOETTO Jr wfalfwf TOTOR) 

$■ toftoeet, #r to# %■ topet #t toTto- 
#tot # to# % totto Jf ## i# 
*## i 

(*]TOTO Ho 5.5 0) 

TOT TOETTO Jr tj# TOT# TO# % TETOTOT % fTT£ 

to#to# ## % tot % fm Jf to# 
Pert, tot# #®tot ### tfk er#- 
trrt#tto % Pm Jf fJmirflf # 
^ | i 

Ho 3. 50) 

TOT TOETTO Jr TOEFTTO % TOT?, TOT? #T #sf 

[<5#l TO# HtItThi %■ fTOTOTO Jf 5P#TtJ 
f##f# »rry Hi $ i 

#TT Ho 2. 50) 

?TO TOETTO Jf #^TO TO# Jf TO# TO# croff % 
fm jf 5#fTE? # TO$ $ I 
(^JTOTO Ho 2. 50) 

TOT tett Jf ^5#t (^^tor tf# Pitot ^ 

TO# ) % TOT# % fTOT TOfTOT #TOT #T 

tottot froTtnro; # toIttot % Petto Jf tot 
f##f# Prr^ toe | i 
(ejtot^o i. so) 

w’TOTTO^ R]#f % TORR TO TOTTO T# 

TOT# % fo#r # TOTOff # TOTOT 

9‘Cf , <fr u i' # naPt# totot tot ?#wn? 

f##f# # to$ t 1 

(i^RTTOo 1. 50) 


TOTOTi (l) IS: 2755 — 1964 TO# 
lif# ^RTTTO ^4 41# rjrfy 
TOfTOTOTTOf TOT Prftlfe ; 

( 2 ) IS : 3556 — 1966 TO# 
TOTT§ TO# fTOTT TOT TO# 

4 Pi to# # frofrf# 


^TO TK#4 TOTO# # sr#TO TO## THTO #TO 9, ^?T4,T3 IIj1 TOTTO tot, Tf f##-l. #T TOT% TOTT TO#TO# (l) 
TOTOTT ^iTOTOTO? #? TOT, TITOfT, TTOTOTTOT- 1, ( 2 ) 1##%^ ##TOT, TO# TOTT, TOT#T— 9, ( 3 ) 5 3 4, TOCTOT WETT TTf 
qtTT#,TOFTO?-7, (4) 5, #T# TOTET #TO TOTOTOT— 1 3, ( 5 ) 5- 9- 2 0 1/ 2, #TOTTO# %T, ^TOITOT- 1 (e) 117/418-#, 
T#TOT TOR, TOTOJT-5 #T ( 7 ) 54 TORT 9?^ TO -2 ^ T## TO TOE# | I 


[T#TO # qro #/ 1 3 : 2.] 
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New ‘Delhi the aist April 1970 

8. O. 2398.— In exercise of the powers conferred on me under sub-regulation (4) of regulation 3 of Indian Standards Institu- 
tion (Certification Marks) Regulations, 1955 as amended from time, modification to the provision of the Indian Standard, details 
of which aro mentioned in the Schedule given hereby, has tentatively been made with a view to expediting the use of the Standard Mark, 
without in any way afecting the quality of goods covered by the relevant standard. 

This modification shall come into force with immediate effect : 

The Schedule 


No. and Title of Indian Standard, the 
Provisions of which have 
been modified 


Numberfs) ofthe Existing Clauses Particulars of the Modifications Made 
Affected to the Provisions 


1 IS 3390-1965 Specification for splygmorpan- Clause 4.8.5 pertaining to Control First sentence has been replaced by the 
meters, mercurial ometers Valve. following ; 

“Control Valve shall have a knurled thumb 
control device which shall be so attached 
that it does not become completely un- 
crewed. ” 

[No. CMD/13 :4]~ 

21 1970 

iTRo 2398. — WT RfPT TT Wtftra' RETT RETT (RRPRR pTij) fafRRR, 1955 $ fR-ffiRR 3 % &T- 

( 4)% mfta 5fP<r RTfSRPff % IT f^RT RTCtftR RFFF % afft % ftcj Rtr 3 ^ RTTV fafl- 

vPIFt % RFf Jr fifd' efFT Jr 41) *-1 'ii’rS iflHcI'i M Cl ({FT % fetif Rim fifif ^ I W 'Tpf'fff'T Jt df d *-4 ’■tfl RTTtlO'R REEF 

mftR RTFT fifr f%FT TT ^ TRET R$T <#1T R$ T p R? #? : 


IWT f3JR% 'dnst'-ijf *fiT tiHl'lRR PbUl 
RRT $ 

1. IS: 33‘90 — 1965 fifJ: Ri% W- 
■RPT Rlf'lRt faftrfe 


WTfRcT RrfRTR RRWt r5V HRRT 


R Kcfifi REFT % if ftnj ^ 

"FT 


Piu «i«i RTeR Jr Hs5?l W % FRET IT fulfil 

4.8.5 RRT t : 

"Pl4d u l RTeR Jf TTT7J Rffi-RT IfF 
TRREftTT pFftpfi $RfT, Oft W 
STRTR ^ ft ^ Jr Rf yfr 
<TfI RiT Pffh R trn^ T 


[it** ipro ^0/13:4.] 


New Delhi, the 12th August 1970 


8.0. *399:^' In pursuanceofreguIation4 ofthe Indian standards Institution (Certification Marks) Regulations, 1955 
the Indian Stnadards Insnitution hereby notifies that amendment (s) to the Indian Standard (b) given in the schedule hereto annexed 
have been issued under the powers conferred by the sub-regulation (1) of Regulation 3 ofthe said Regulations. 


No, and title ofthe Indian 
Standard amended 


The Schedule 


No. and Date of Gazette No, and Date 
Notification in which ofthe 

the establishment of Amendment 

the Indian Standard 
was notified. 

(3) (4) 


Brief particulars, ofthe 
Amendment 


Datefrom 
which the 
amendment 
shall have 
effect 
( 6 ) 


IS :ii2 1950 Specification for $. R. o. 658 dated No. 2 May 1970 [Page 3, Table I, SI No, No, fxi), 1 May 

J J VnlvS. nn. » ..M U Pnl 'll C 1 1 K C f 1 til t A ‘lln 0 P' ffth 


ready mixed paint, spraying, un- 26 March 1955 
decorating, exterior, to Indian 
Standard colours. 

No. 101 Sky blue 
No. 216 Eau-de-nil 
No. 352 Pale cream 
No. 358 Light buff and white 
N0.443 Salmon pink 
No, 632 Dark admiralty grey 


Col 3] — Substitute ‘30" C' for 
'35° C (95° F)'. 
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2. IS : H3-I9SO Specification for S. R. 0. 658 dated No. 3 May 1970 

ready m'xed paint, brushing, under- 26 March 1955 
coating-. Interior, to Indian 
Standard colours, 

N0.101 Sky blue 

No, 216 Eau-de-nil 

No, 352 Pale cream 

No. 358 Light buff and white 

No. 443 Salmon pinl 

No. 632 Dark admiralty grey 

3. IS : 157 1950 Specification for ready S. R. O. 658 dated No. 2 May 1970 

mixed paint, brushing, acid and 26 March 1955 

alkali resisting, lead-free, for 

general purposes, to Indian 

standard colours No. 446 Red 

oxide. No. ^37 Signal red. No. 632 

Dark Admiralty grey and black 

and other colours, as required. 

4. IS : 337 -19S2 Specification for S. R. 0. 638 dated No. 2 April 1970 

varnish finishing interior 26 March 1955 


j. IS : 385-1962 Voltages and S. O. 1998 dared No. 3 May 1970 

frequency for ac transmission and 30 June 1962 
distribution systems ( Revised ) 

6. IS : 722 (PartIID-1966 Specifl- S. O. 1325 dated No. 2 May 1970 

cation for ac electricity meters 15 April 1967 
Part III three-phase whole-current 
and transformer-operated meters 
and single-phase two-wire trans- 
former operated meters ( First 
Revision) 

7. IS: 722 (Part IVH966 Specification S. O. 1325 dated No. 2 

for ac elecdclty meters 15 April 1967 May 1970 

Part IV three-phase watthour 
meters with maximum demand 
indicator 
(Pint Revision) 

8. IS : 722 (Part VI) 1968 Specific- S. O. 2578 dated No. I May 1970 

cation for acelectricity meters 20 July 1968 
Part VI var-hour meters 


9. IS : 842-1968 Specification for S. O. 2578 dated No. 2 May 1970 
Smith’B swages (First Revision) 20 July 1968 

10. IS : 848-1957 Specification for S. R. O. 2H dated No. 1 Feb 1970 

synthetic resin adhesives for 18 January 1958 

plywood (Phenolic and aminoplastlc) 

ti. IS ; 873-1956 Specification for S. R. O. 1796 dated No. 2 May-1970 
liquid glucose 1 June 1957 

12. IS : 991-1964 Speci fication for S. O. 226 dated No. 1 May 1970, 

spoons brass and nickel silver 16 January 1965 

(Revised) 

13. IS : 1239 (Part D-1968 Speci- S. O. 1455 dated No 1 April 1970 

fication for mild steel tubes, 19 April 1969 

tubulars and other wrought steel 
fittings Part I mild steel tubes 
(Second Revision ) 

14. IS : 1576-1967 Specification for S. O. 4562 dated No. 1 May 1970 

solid pressboard for electrical 23 December 1967 
purposes 


[Page ? Table I, SI No. (x) col 1 Ma 
‘3o°C* for 35° C 7 

(95° F)\ 


[Page 3 Table I, SI No, (xiii), 1 May 1970 
Col 3]- Substitute. ‘30° C’ for 
‘35° C (or 95 0 F)‘. 


[Page 3, Table I, SI No. (yii), 1 April 
col 3 ]-Substhute ‘3o° C’ for 1970 
‘35° C (or 95° F) *. 

Clauses 0.9 and 7.1 have been 1 May 
substituted by new ones. 1970 


(J) clause 8-iO-n has bee subs- 1 May 
tituted by a new one, 1970 

(ii) clause 8.20.2 has been 
amended and 

(iii) A new clause 8-6-I-I has 
been added. 


(f) Clause has been 1 May 

substitited by a new one. 1970 

(ii) clauses 10*12 and loai-2 ' 

have been amended and 

(iii) A new clause 10- 6-2* I has 
been added. 

(i) clause io*Ii*i*i has been 1 M«y 
substituted by a new one, 19701 

(ii) clause 10,21.2 has been amended, 
and 

(iii) A mew clause io-6-i-i has 
been added. 

(Page 4, clause 2* 1, line 4) 1 May 197c 

Substitute ‘o-oj’ for ‘0,50’ 

A note has been added at the iFebl970 
end of Table I 


(i) Table I has been amended & 1 May 

(ii) A new clause 7*2-2 has 1970 

been added. 

Clause 7-2 and Table I have 1 May 
been substituted by new ones 1970 


Clause 17-1 has been amended 10 April 

1970 


(i) clauses 6-4-3 and C-2 1 hav 
been amended. 

(ii) clauses 6. 4. ?.i and 6.4. 3, 3 
have been substituted by new 
ones and 

(iii) A new clause 6. 4- 3. 4 has been 
added. 


1 have 1 May 

1970 
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15. IS : 255<5 (Part IXE1967 Speci- S. O. 27 66 dated 

flcation for vitreous sanitary 10 August 1968 
appliances C vitreous China)Part 
IX specific requirements of bidets 
(First Revision) 

16. IS : 2986-1964 Specification for S. O. 2042 dated 

steel castings for marine engines 26 June 1965 
and boilers 

17. IS ; 3914-1967 Code of practice S.O. 4080 dated 

for selection of ac induction 18 November 1967 
motor starters (voltage not 
exceeding tooo volts). 

18. IS : 4057-1967 Specification for S.O. 2654 dated 

Carpenters metal bodied bench j August 1967. 
planes. 

19. IS : 4105-1967 Specification for S.O. 3336 dated 

styrene (vinyl benzene). 23 September 1967. 


20. IS : 4215-1967 Specification for S.O. 4080 dated 

needle bearings. 18 November 1967. 


21. IS : 4495-1968 Method of mea- S.O. 2578 dated 

surement of of light output 20 July 1968. 
of cinematograph projectors (for 
narrow gauge film). 

22. IS : 4633-1968 Specification for S.O. 4435 dated 

fixed metallized-paper dieloc- 14 December 1968. 
trie capacitor for eidrect current . 


No, t April 1970 


No. 1 June 1970 


No. iJMay 1970 


No. 2 May 1970 


No. 1 May 1970 


No. 1 May 1970 


No. 1 June 1970. 


No, 1 June 1970. 


(Page 5, Fig i> — Substitute ‘HOLE 10 April 
(OPTIONAL) OF 25 ■ FOR 1970 
LARGE SIZE ONLY’ for “25 
HOLE OPTIONAL’. 


(i) clause 10. 1 has been subBti- 1 June 
tuted by » new one and 1970 

(ii) A new cIbubc 10.1. 2 has been 
added 

Thermal overload protective 1 May 
device, that is, eutectic alloy 1970 
has been included in the 
specification. 


Table 3 has been amended. 


:i May 
1970. 


It was found that the chlorine 1 May 
content in the material 1970 
is always much lower than 
that specified for both the 
gtadee. This anomaly, besides 
making certain other 
editorial changes, 

has been removed through 
this amendment. 

(Page 4, clause 2-2, line 2) — I May 
substitute ‘IS : 4217-1967*’ 1970 
for ‘IS : 1073-1967*’. 

Clause 4 - 1 (g) has been amend- 1 June 
ed. 1970. 


L (i) clause 7 • x • 2 has been anted- I June 
ded & 1970. 

(ii)Item(d) under clause 7 ■ 1 • 3 
has been deleted. 


Copies of these a nvri nents are available with the Iiiian Standards Institution, ‘Manak Bhavan, ‘9’ Bahadur Shah Zafar 
Mirg, New Dilhi-I and also its branch Offices at fi) 534, Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel Road, Bombay-7, (Ji) 5, Chowrlnghee Approach, 
Calcutta-i3,(iii) 54, General Patters Road, Madsas-2, (iv'i 117/418 B, Sarvodaya Nagar, Kanpur, and (v) 5-9-201/2, Chirap Ali Lane, 

Hyderabad- 1. 

[No. CMD/i 3 = 5 ] 

R$ fnwfl, 1 2 iffiRd, 1970 

TJRv WV 2399. — RTTtftR REFIT RTRT (WRET fdPRRR 1955 % ftPlRR 4 % 5EJRK RTEffR REEF RFTT 

gfW REEft | f% W fafwff % WfiRR- 3 % RRfalWT ( 1 ) % R-fJRR RER % 5 TSftR t fa J RK;0r 

RTTFf % R lift SET vITd fer RT( t 1 




RiffrftET RlvfW RTRR7 
RRRT 


REEF faTC ^ 

iJRRl w'fl «fr RRFt 




TtvilyR rej 
fifa Ft faf«T 



IS : 12 — 195 0 RKtOfi REEF RR RTF ?Tt 6 5 8 WT 2 
Ttff % FIRT 5?T Rfa Pddfa 26 RTF 1955 Rf 1970 
fair nffa TTvT, PivO TET ^ 

% ^RTT fRfsRT TR T>ET 

1^ ^ 

TRwtSR 


(t|0 3 RTFlft 1 RET Ro 
(ll) FTRR 3 ) 

35 ° ( 95 0 W) $ 

RFETRT 30 ° I 
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2. IS: 11 3 — 1 95 0 XFlftX 

XTXXi Tift % XX*X fxwT 
XTO XX % XXT JJW t XXX 

xrt xxf fxfxx fx ffxx'f %T 

fxfxfk 

3. IS: 157 — 1960 XPtTx 

trniT fxf % xx* h "N i *i i r 4 
XTx'f % fax % XXX xfa 
xxt xk stf xfk refV tfar 

X9X 9XTT fafkx TX TlXX 

%T f«rf%F 3 

4. IS : 337 — 195 2 t|TF fafaXT 

x^T %T dTfxxr % T fxfafk 


5. IS : 585 — 1962 X tff XXX 

xk fxxrr xrfat % fax 

xixto i xk XTxfx (<^rftmr) 

6. IS : 722 (XTX 3 ) — 1966 

tt tT faxtr tkrf %T fxfefe, 
xtx 3 fax %fa yjfxm £fa- 
w4? XrfalX faiT tk rnp 

%fa xT xtt krmtT xifax 

tkr (ginn jxrkFT) 


7. IS : 722 (XTX 4) — 1966 
it fa (4 "far fakf %T ftfaffa 

9 H Ml 4 cHo 95 X 1 Xli t<TT fa 4 ^ 
fatJ’FXX' xfa JJX9T TJ9X 


8. IS : 722 ('XTX 6) tt fa ffafaf 
fakf %T fafafe XTX 6 XTX 
XTT faTT 


9. IS: 842 — 1966 Xt^m % 

XTTfe %T fafaffa (9XXT 

TTlfaSTT) 


XX STF fa 6 5 8 txXT 3 
fefaX 2 6XTX 1955 X"f 197 0 


TTX 9TT fa 6^8 faXT 2 
fefax 26xfa 1955 fa 1970 


TO XTT XT 658 5o 2 
feTfe 26XTO 1955 xfar 19 70 


far XT 1998 9° 3 

feltx 30 faT 1962 Xf 1970 

far XT 1325 to 2 

fcXRT 15X^X 1967 xf 1970 


faT XT 2578 3» 1 

fafap 20 XfaTf, X#, 1970 

1968 


TXT fa 2 5 7 8 ferfa to 2 
20 XXTf, 1968 X%, 1970 

V5 ' 


(9o 3 XTTfa 1 Xxr to 1 x£ 1970 
( 10) 9TOX 3) 35° X 
(9 5° 99 ) % TOR 9T 
30° to xfrfxrrr I 

(90 3 XTTfa 1 XX Xo 1 xf 1970 
(13) XIXX 3) 35° 
to (if! 95° 9X o ) % 

TOTX 9T 3 0 to fafax | 


(f o 3 XFXT 1 XX Xo lfafal970 
( 7) 9TOX 3)-35°Xo 
(XT 95° 99) % TOTX 
9T 30 t° fa fa 0 | 

0. 9 faT 7.1 % 1 Xf 197 0 

TOR 'TT XX XiT ffa 
XX & I 

( l) W* 8. 10. 1 . 1 % 1 Xf 197 

TOTX 9T XXT IJTO fexi 
X9T | I 

(2) T3FX g. 20. 2 9t 

xxrfxx iw xxr I, 

xk 

( 3 ) XXTXrry 8. 6. 1 . 1 
tifr xxt % 1 

( 1 ) T91X 10.11.1% ,, 

X3TX 9T X9T ^wf f^XT 

X9T f, I 

( 2 ) Tg-nr 10.12 xk 
10 . 21.2 xk XxTFxx 
fxxr xxt ^ 1 

( 3 ) XXT W 10.6.1 

xt-rr xxr % i 

( l) TXTX 10 . 11 . 1 % 1 xf, 1970 

r XTX 9T XXT TO fen 
XXT ^ 1 

( 2) tjty 10.21.2 %T 

XmFxx fxxr xxt % i 

( 3 ) XXT’J'TT 10.6.1.1 
%T«t XXT t 1 

('Jo 4, X!TX 2. 1 9f%T 1 xf, 1970 
4) 0.50% TXTX XT 

0.05 %TrxrT 1 
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(l) (2) (3) ( 4 ) (5) (6) 


10. 


IS: 848 — 1957 WltFE % 
ffe fefe TpF 


FE° ETT° Efto 211 
feEfe 18 EEFtft, 
19 5 8 


E° 1 

FEEfft, 1970 


11 . IS : 873 — 1 9 5 0 ETE EJET E 
fefarffe 


FE<> EIT^ Eft o 1796 
ffefe 1 ^T, 1957 


E° 2 
Ft, ,1970 


12. IS : 991— 1964 FftoRT *ffT t^Eo Efto 226 few Eo 1 

ftferfferFr % etfei F?ft 1 e E88fft, isos Ft, 1 9 7 0 

feftrffe (gfeftffe) 


13 . IS : 1239 (ETE l) — 1968 FE° Efto I455few E° 1 

E^ ^FRT *fe Effeft E^T 19Efer, 1969 Efe, 19 70 

F Hi El fefFE FEJEft EftT ERE 
fFTEt ^ETTE Fft PhftiF E1E / 

E| ^TFTE Fft Fffef (STRT 
F,8 flfSPT ) 


14. 


IS : 1576 — 1967 ffe ft V 
ETFf % Pef 5TE FEFfe 


6 To Etc 45 62 few 
23 few, 1967 


Eo 1 
E; 1970 


15 . IS : 2556 (EFT 9 ) — 1967 

ETETE feftfeft ETOE (EtETE 
feffffeft) ETE 9 fefeEEEft 

faftrffe Efefe (q^rr je- 
■ferfe 

16 . IS : 2986 — 19 64 Efefttffeft 

Efe SETEETt % ffe EWE Fft 
feft Eftfe 

17 . IS : 3914—1967 f Eft EW 
Efe Elfrt (fREET 100 
ERE if EEffe) E feTE Eft 
tlffefeT 

IS : 405 7 — 196 7 Fifeft E 
U 18. % etE ftE fer fe 


FE o ET° 2 7 6 6 feETE E ° 1 
10 EFTE, 1968 Efe, 1970 


tte ° Eft o 20 42 fei«r> E ° 1 

26 EE, 1965 ^E, 1970 


FEo Efto 2654 feETE Eo 1 
18 EEW 1967 Ef, 1970 


^To Efto 2654 few Eo 2 
5 EF^F, 1967 Ft, 1970 


ElEEft 1 % EFT if F4? i <wnft, 1970 
eIe ettt EFT f> 

( 1 ) ERijft 1 ET EFT- 1 Ft, 19 7 0 
ffe fen EE1 £ 

( 2) EFT FE 7.2.2 
felTT FFT & 

FIW 7 . 2 Efe Epfe 1 1 Ef, 19 7 0 

E TFTE FT EFT FRIT 
Ek ETTEft tft Ft jft 

FfT? 17.1 ET EFftffe lOE^E, 1970 
feFT FFT & 


(l) FT*? 6.4.3fe 1 Ft, 1970 

Eft- 2. 1 Eft Ffeffe 
fEFT FFT £ 

( 2) 6, 4. 3. 1 

EftT 6 . 4 . 3 . 3 % 

TF 18 FT EF Fp*y ffe 

fet 

(3) TftE EFT FE 
6 . 4 . 3 . 4 EftJT EFT $ 

(Fo 5 ETfTfe l) '25 lOEfef, 1970 
ife EWEE' % FETE 
FT FE ETETT % ffe 
25ETfer (eg,Ee)' 

ET ffeT ETF 


( 1 ) FE 1 0 . 1 E TFTF 1 jjE, 1970 
FT EF I FE ferT FFT |ft 

( 2 ) nr En 
10 . 1.2 ferr fet t 

fFferffe ift EWT EfEETT ^ 1 Ft 1970 

FETE ETEE EEftE FEE- 
EfeE fEEET T Efe- 
ffe ET tft fe \ ' 

ETTEft 3 Eft EEftfe T ET 

fen Fn ^ 


18 


1 fe, 1970 
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19 . IS: 4105 — 1967 

(fsRT^5T ^#1) T?t faftlfe 


1 t?To Ht° 3336 fcHFfi 
2 3 pTHm, 196 7 


Ho 1 
Wf, 1970 


20. IS: 4215 — 19 07 fftTH iJHI 


TTH o 5ft 0 4080 Ptdi’ti 
18 HHm, 1970 


Ho 1 

Hf, 1970 


Hi? HRI HHT | % HHIH 1 Hi 1970 
TTtftH T?t jHraT JftHI 
inf 

hw ?t ygn *ft% /rtfr 

t*l '"^H^WtHH sPT 

^ I . j». 

5 FH ’HPTTO?Fr''TfTHi T 

I 

H>T% % HTM HTH H§ 
fHHHHTjTft TIT ” c t 

nf £ ] 

(i° 4 ’jit 2.2 Tfrar 1 Hi 1970 
2 ) : 1073 — 1 967 
HHIH HT : 4217 — 

1967 TftfoRt 


21. IS : 4495 — 1 9 6 8 faptHT H# 

tuffo ttffo 2578 Ptdi'T 

Ho 1 

N IJ £ 4 . 1 (jff ) Tit HTTP- 

sfrtrrff ht hhth hchthh 
HTH tHtHSfH (cTH^rfiReHf 
% fHH) 

20 ^TT^, 1968 

^H, 1970 

Phh sr fanr HHT $ 

22. IS : 4633 — 1968 fWOTTT 

nrro sffo 4425 fTHRi 

Ho 1 

( 1 ) TT cr 5' 7.1.2 TTt 

% fair nff §tT OToftH Tim 
sp'l Rfi f 

14 PdHKT, 1968 

TJH, 1970 

TfHtfHcTTHifolTHHrt, 

*ftr 

( 2 ) grty 7. 1. 3TfttR 
(#T) ^T^tHf t 


1 jJH, 1970 


1 ^H, 1970 


th HH tsFri tt tFtht hr#t hftt htht, hftt hhh, 9 To u hth Hnf, nf Front- 1 hVt sh% $h irwr THHfaHf 
^ Ht fHH HHift £ ( l) 5 34 HTTP! HoHHHTf T2H TlTf, snHf-7, ( 2 ) 5 HtTHf fhftH +MTHT- 1 3, ( 3 ) 117/418-sft, HHfaH 
HHT, *hM4,L ( 4 ) 5 4 HH^T $3H Ttr, HSTH *fk ( 5 ) 5- 9- 2 0 1/ 2 PHTTH Hft "TH, TfHTT I 

[HSHT Hto nilo fto/13 : 5] 

New Delhi, the 12th August 1072 

S.O. 1400. — Tli : C rdfication Marks Licences., details of which are mentioned in the table given below* have lapsed or their renewal 
deferred : 

Table 


SI. Licence No. Licensee’s Name and Address 7 r'icle Pjuccss and the S. O. Number and Remarks. 

p 4 o. Relevant IS : Designation date of the Gazette 

Notifying Grant of 
Licence 


(1) (2) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


( 5 ) ( 6 ) 


I. CM/L-47O 
30-10-1962 


Mind Tin Industries, 107-A, Raja 
Dinendra Street* Calcutta-6. 


18-Litre square tins— IS 1916 — S. O. 3518 dated 
1966 24-11-1962 


Deferred after 
3 -'-4-1970 


2. GM/L— 474 
23-11-1962 


Indian Mineral Industries Ltd., BHC dusting powders — 
22/1, Dum Dum Road, Cal- IS : 561 — 1962 
cutta-23. 


Deferred after 
15-4-1970 


3. GM/L — 648 Indian Explosives Ltd., Gomia, BHC smoke generators — 

25-3-1964 Distt. Hazaribagh (Bihar) IS : 1505 — 1968 

(Office : ICI House, 34, Chow- 
ringhee, Calcutta). 


S. O. 1371 dated Lapsed after 
18-4-1964 15-4-1970 
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(I) (2) 


( 3 ) ( 4 ) 


CJ) 


(6) 


4. CM/L — 899 
28-11-1964 


5. CM/L — 900 
28-11-1964 


6. CM/L — 971 
28-11-1964 


7. CM/L — 972 

28-11-1964 

8. CM/L — 973 
28-11-1964 


9. CM/L — 974 
28-11-1964 

10 CM/T-I047 
29-3-1965 


it CM/I-1421 
30-3-1967 


Naskarpara Jute Co. Ltd., 220/2, 1. Jute hessian — IS: 2818-1964 T 

Shibgopal Banerjee Lane, 2. Hessian baps — IS : 3790-1966 | 

Ghusuri, Howrah (Office: 8 
Dalhouse Square East, Cal- 
cutta- 1 .) ' 

Do Jute sackings — S. O. 79 

1. A-Twill jute bags — IS : 1943- 2-1-1965 

1964 

2. B-Twiil jute bags — 

IS : 2566-1965', 

3. Heavy Cee jute bags — 

IS : 2874 -i 964 

4. Jute corn sacks — IS : 2875- 
1964 

5. B-Twill cloth — IS : 3667-1966 

6. Liverpool twill (L-twill) cloth 
IS : 3668-1966 

7. Jute corn sack cloth — 

IS : 3750-1966 

8. Heavy cee cloth — 

IS : 3751-1966 

9. Liverpool twill (L-twill) bags-L 
IS : 3794-1966 

Chittavalsah Jute Mills Co. Ltd., As against SI. No. 4 
chitta valskh, Visakhapatnam 
(Office: 7N.etaji Subhas Rd. 

Calcutta- 1 

Do. As against SI. No. 5 


Nellimarla Jute Mills Co. Ltd., As against SI. No. 4. 

Nellimarla, Visakhapatnam 
(Office : 3 Netaji Subhas Road, 

Calcutta- 1 ) 

Do. As against SI. No. 5 

Bagross, Delhi Road, Sonepat Cast iron surface plates, grade I S. O. 1408 
(Near Delhi) upto 400 s 440 mnj size and dt. 1-5-1965 

grade II up to 1 000 x 1 000 
mm sire IS : 2285-1963 

Shembakar Industries, Opposite Three-phase indue'ion motros S. 0 . 1531 
Ruston Co, Post Chirehwad upto 2-2 KW(3HP) only dt. 29-4-1967 

(C. Rly) Distt. Poona (Maha - with Class ‘A’ insulaiior — 

rashua) IS : 325-1961 


Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 


12 CM/T-1515 
15-9-1967 


13 CM/T-1654 
19-3-1968 


14 CM/L-1656 
20-3-1968 


Dasmash Engg, Works, 2614 Water matras, dry-dial, inis- S. O. 3735 
Sultanwind Road, Amritsar rantialtype A. 15 mm size- dt 21-10-1967 

IS : 779-1968 


Jayams Beoehaj & Co Pvt Ltd, Three-phase induction motors, S. O. 1470 

Agra Road, Bhandnp, Bombay, 0-75 kW (iHP). 2-2. kW dt 27-4-1968 

-70NB ( 3 HP) and 3-7 kW (5 HP) 

only with class ’A - intula ion- 
IS : 325-1961 

Esso Standard Eastern Inc , BHC dusting powdors-IS .-561- Do. 

Survey No. 23/5 A & B, Ghik- 1962 
kabideratallu Village, Nesl- 
amangala Taluka, Bargalore 
Distt ; 


Deferred after 
30-11-1969 


Do. 


Do. 


Do. 


Do. 


Lapsed after 
15-4-1970 


It was deferred 
a’ter 30-6-1969; 
and ha? row 
to bo t j'ored as 
lapsed alter 
that date 

Deicrred af -r 
31-3-19 o 


Lapsed alter 
3 I- 3 -IP 70 


Deferred alter 
31-3-1970 


[No. CMD/13 :i 4 ] 

(A. K. GUPTA i 
Deputy Director General 


Tf fevvft, 1 SETFcT, 1970 

trjjo iffo 2 400 — TT% ETW if pffij tTBPipr % 5 ^ fetr tpr f ^ ^pTjtrf ffFT IT v? ST TT | TIN TI 

TR fejj IRT | | 
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RTTOlt 



Tf 0 TO*RT RTOT 

FFTTITi TO TOR ?fk 

TTO 

rpj/stFtto rf 

TOTOTORt RTRT: 

qTTOR 

TOSTOT RTF TTOfsTT 

c\ 

TTO TIT RTF TO 

qRO RTO TOTO RF 
fRTOTO 

%f r BRR 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 

*fttnr/lTYT -_4 7 0 
30 - 10-1962 

f>T 10 7— 

TOT! feTOS toIf 

TOTT.HT-6 

1 8 fTOF TO%F for 
IS : 9 1 6— 1 9 6 6 

qRRt 35 i 8 frotT _ 
24 - 11-1962 

30—4—1970%’ TIT 
TOfRR 

2. 

BltTTr/T ?!- 474 

23 — 11-1962 

qf%RR fRRTOT 

f%0 2 2/1 RRRRT^ 
TOTOTTTT— 2 3 

qR fft RTOT TOFTO 
IS 1 1561-1962 

• • 

14-4- 1970% TIT 
TOfRR 

3. 

TtqR/qF -648 

25-3-1964 

#f%RR RTOFTOfTOT f%0 
rtPtto f%n totfNtr 

RtqRRTRR totot 

IS: 150 5—1968 

HR RT 1371 f?TOT 

18 - 4-1964 

15 — 4—1970 % RTR 
TOfRR 


(fTfR) [TOTO: 

to ?rrf toft 34 tfto 

TOTTOTr] 


4. RtqR/qF 8 99 

TOTOTOTST TOT % 0 f% 0, 

1. TORT tfrlTOT — 

30-11-1969 % 

28-11-1964 

2 20/2f3TTO>qTFTR5ff 

IS 12818-1964 

TOR TOfRR 


TOT RR,tr fTRf r [tort 

2. |fRTOT TO% — 



8 TOTOTO ’JR 

TOTOTOTO-l] 

IS -.3790-1966 


5. RtqR-qR-90 0 

, . 

TOTOT tfTOT 

, , 

28-11-1964 


1. q fjRR RHTOT R^ 

IS * 1943; 1964 




2. RT fTOFT TOTOT %t% 




IS 2566—1965 

3 . rrV rF totot r!% 

IS : 2874-1964 

4 RTOTR % RRTO RT% 



%%1% 

IS : 2875-1964 

5. TO fjTOT TOTfl- qR?ff 79 f%TTT 
IS : 3667-1966 2-1-1965' 

6. f>i q f%TOT 
(qTf%TOr) TOTfT— 

IS : 3668-1966 
7 TOT RTOT % 

TO’ TOTOT TOTfT— 

IS : 3750-1966 

8. TRY 'rV TOTfT- 
IS : 3751-1966 

9. fTOTTO/'l feTOf 

(qrf%TOr) %t%- 

IS : 3794-1966 


4 u> 
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(1) (2) (3). (4) (5) (6) 


0. iff RR/RE-9 71 

28-11-1964 


7 lffRR/RE-972 

28-11-1964 

8. iff RE/RE-973 

28-11-1964 


9. lffRE/RE-974 

28- 11-1964 

10. TfT rnPr/cn?T— 1047 

29- 3-1965 


11. iff RE/RE- 142 l 
30-3-1967 


12. lftRE/RE-1515 
15-9-1967 


13. EfRE/ r fE-1654 
19-3-1968 


14. lftRE/RE-1656 
20-3-1968 


fEEEEEK ET fETE % 0 1. ESEE^fERE — RE ifr 7 9 3 0-1 1-1969 % 

fEO fEEEERTfT fEETET- IS : 2818-1964 2-1-1965 EIX ERfEE 

EEEE (eRTR : 7 %ET3ff 2. &fEEEEk — 

rete fra oteet- i IS 13790-1966 

. , EiR EOT" 5 sfET . . 

%<?EtEEr RE f*t ?E % 0 RiR RETT 4 EET . . . . 

fk 0 'W<?flR?iT r^VH^T- 

MtlHH (TRET : 3 H ill'll' 

RRTE RTS EEEnT— 1 ) 

EE EOT 5 TET 


twiE ftrjfr R'tR, EOT- 

fXET Xt|%f EEK REXt 1406^61^ 

15-4-1 970 %RTR 

TT (fEEEfkEt) 

EffETEX 400X 1-5-1965 

rePte 


400 fxxt riot; 

EE %t EK 2 

1000X 1000 fR*ft 

RIOTC X*E TEXT 


5>f KTIER yTEJlT TtdH' %. 

Et| %t REE iffEr- 
IS 12285—1963 

Rif R^nflEXT% REST 1531 

W 30-6-1969 

% ETE% 3IWRT fOTTT 

fX9? 2 . 2 f% XT fxXTX 29-4-1967 %t ERfRcffRRT 

fEXTRET (rETRI^) 

( 3 ITT- RT- ) ER % 

RET RT RR Rift 


rflXE?Xt%RXX'tEX 

ETRfar # R^ ERST 


IS 1325—1961 

XTR 1 

TERR RlftfXEfRX ETE 

Rift STXX RT% SR*- RE Xt 373 3 

13-3-1970 % RK 

2 614 E.XEm f%X TlT 

EE R ET$E % 1 5 , 

?«HXX 

EREXR 

fx*ft VIRK' RT% 


X^EtXl'REXOSn'O 

RE XfXR 

IS : 779-1968 

RH R RR^TEE Rtr| , . 

31—3—1970%’ ETR 

fX 0 ETHTT Rtf, E1TT 

0. 75fRRT (l fT- 


EtEf — 7 9]J 

RT.) 2. 2 f% RT , 


rnRt % . e? 

( 3 RT. ET. ) XtX 

3.7 f%XT (5RTRT) 

RIE xtx %RX EtTR 

IS : 325-1961 
iff RR Xf IJXE 4H-SR 

31-3-1 970 %RTR 

X 23-3 RxYr 

IS : 561-1962 

RXfXE 

XtXRRX EIXEE faxT 
xxxtr, 




[X° 

lff° RRo Vto/l3:i4] 


I7o % o 

RETT, RR R^rfH krR 1 
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New Delhi, the 2 lit September 1971 

S.O. 2401.— In pursuance of regulation 4 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Regulations, 1955, the 
Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that amendment (a) to the Indian Standatdfs) given in the schedule hereto annexed have 
been issued under the powers conferred by the sub-regulation (r) of Regulation 3 of the said Regulations. 

The Schedule 


SI. No. and title of the Indian No. and Dare of No. and Dale Brief particulars of the Date from which the 

No. Standard amended Gazette Notifies- of the Amendment amendment shall have 

tion in which the Amendment effect 

establishment of 

the Indian 

Standard was 

notified 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


1. 


2. 


IS: 293-1967 Specification for sea- S.O. 1719 dated 
worthy packaging of cotton cloth 11 May, 1968 
and yarn ( second revision ). 


IS :55S — 1967 Specification for S.O. 1720 dated 
electric table type fans and regu- 18 May, 1968 
1 at ora 

{Second Revision) 


No. x This amendment is being issued 1 October, 1970 

Oct., 1970 to make certain minor modifica- 
tions regarding packing proce- 
dure in order to completely bring 
it in line with the Central 
Government Notification No. 

SRO 13x7; as pointed out by 
the Cotton Tcytjjcs Export 
Promotion Council, Bombay, 
and introduce bag packing of 
cotton yam on cones. 

No. 2 (t) Clauses 5-1, 15'2-i-z and 1 September, 1970 

September, 15-9-3 have been amended 
1970 (ii) Clause 6 4 and table 3 

have been substituted by new 
ones. 


3. IS : 562- — 1962 Specification for 

BHC water dispersible powder 
concentrates. 

( Second Revision) 

4. IS : 692—1965 Specification for 

paper insulated lead-sheathed 
cables for electricity supply 
(Revised) 


S-O. 3593 dated No. 4 Clause 5-t-i' has been amended 1 June, 1970 
1 December 1962 June, 1970 


S.O. 1253 dated *No. 4 (i) Requirements given in Table 9 1 July 1970 

24 April, 1965 July, 1970 for ttoo volts five core cables 

have been specified separately 
in two tables 9A and 9B covering 
cables with full and reduced 
neutral respectively. 

(ii) Maximum drainage allowed, 
under dairnage test has been 
relaxed for all types of cables, 

(Hi) Rquiremcnts in respect of 
Armouring wire and tape given 
in the specification have been 
deleted and a reference made to 
IS : 3975—1967 and 
(iv) Other editorial changes. 


5- 


IS : 885 — 1967 Common 
pesticides. 

(First Revision) 


names for S.O. 3152 dated 
14 September 
1968 


No. 1 
October 
1970 


(Page 27, Table 1, footnote with 1 October 1970 
an asterisk (*) mark-Substitute 
‘G.R. Gcigy SA; Basle, Switzer- 
land’ for* M/s. Ramfry & Son, 

Calcutta.’ 


6. IS : 1169 — 1967 Specification for 

electric pedestal type fans and 
regulators. 

(First Revision) 

7. IS : 1170 — 1967 Specification for 

ferrochromium 
(First Revision) 

3. IS : 1398—1968 Specification for 
packing paper waterproof, bitu- 
men-laminated 
(First Revision) 

9. IS : 1520 — 1960 Specification for 
horizontal centrifugal pumps for 
clear, cold, fresh water 
10. IS : 1526 — 1960 Sizes and shapes 
or firebricks. 


S.O. 1720 dated No. 1 
18 May, 1968 September, 
1970 

S.O. 287 dated No. 1 
20 January, 1968 September, 

1970 

S.O. 3745 dated No. 2 
26 October, 1968 September, 
1970 


(i) Clauses 5-1 and 16-9-3 have 
been amended. 

(ii) clauses 6-4 and 16 ■ 2 ■ 1 ■ 2 have 
been substituted by new ones. 

Table 1 bas been amended. 


Clause 4-2 has been substituted 
by a new one. 


i September, 1970 
1 September, 1970. 


1 September, 1970 


S.O. 1742 dated No. 3 
16 July, i960 September, 
1970 

S.O. 2494 dated No. 1 
15 October, i960 September, 
1970 


Clause 14- 9 bas been substituted 
by a new one. 

(First cover page, pages 1 and 2 
(pages 1 and 3 of Reprint), 
Title/- Substitute the following 
for the existing title at all the 
three places : ‘Indian Standard’ 
sizes and shapes for firebricks 
(230 mm SERIES). 


1 September, 1970 


1 September, 1970 


*For purposes of ISI Certification Marks Scheme, this Amendment shall come into force with effect from I Nov, 1970. 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


(-0 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


13- 


14. 


18. 


IS : 1528—1962 Methods of sampling S.O. 3593 dated No. 1 
and physical tests for refractory 1 December, October, 

materials. 1962 1970 

IS : 2086 — 1963 Specification for S.O. 2370 dated *No. 3 
carriers and bases used in rewira- 24 August 1963 October, 
ble type electric fuses up to 650 1970 

volts. 

(Revised) . 


(») Clause 2 ■ 4 • 1 ■ 2 ‘ has been amended 1 October, 1970 
(ft) A new clause 2-4- 1-8 has 
been added. 

CO [(P a 8 e 23 (page 24 of the Re- 1 October, 1970. 
print), clause A-O- 1, line r)] — 
substitutt'specificd’ for ‘employed’. 

(ft) (Paged n, clause 6- i(b)— -Ada a 
new item as below and re- 
number the subsequent items 
‘(c)’ (d)’ as ( d)' and ‘(e)’ respec- 
tively : ‘(c)’ Size of fuse wire, 5 
(fit) A new clause 7- 5 ‘O' has been 
added. 


IS : 2148- — 1968 Specification for 
flame proof enclosures of electri- 
cal apparatus. 

(First Revision) 


S.O. 3728 dated No, 1 
13 September, September, 
1969 1970 


IS : 2232-1967 Specification for 
slotted and castle nuts (First 
Revision ) 


S.O. 4562 dated No. 1 
23 December October 1970 
1967 


15. IS : 2312-1967 Specification for S. O. S20 dated No. 2 

propeller type ac ventilating 10 Feb 1968 September 
fans 1970 

(First Revision) 

16. IS : 2316-1968 Methods of pre- S.O 593 dated No. t 

paration of stanard solutions IJ Feb 1969 September 

for colorimetric and volumetric 1970 

analysis 
(First Revision) 

17. IS : 2*53-1963 Specification for S. 0. 2038 dated No. 1 


phenyl mercury chloride, tech- 
nical 


20 July 1963 December 1970 


(i) Clause 3 ■ 1 has been substituted 1 October, 1970 
by a new one. 

(ii) (Page 40, explanation of Fig. 

188) substitute the following for 
the existing explanation : ‘18b 
Cast or welded or Brazed 
Shroud : Three Fourth Circle - ’ 

(Pages 5 to 1 j Tables 1 to ii) — I October 1970. 
add Lhe following matter below 
the figures in each of the Tables 
1 to 11 ; 

‘(The underside of the slot may 
be round or at with round edcon- 
ners or flat with chamfered cor- 
ners, at the discretion of the 
manufacturer, )' 

(i) Clauses 5. 1 and 14-8-2 have 1 September 1970 
amended 

(ii) ’ ClauseC ■ 5 has been substituted 


(Page 5, clause 11.1, hue 1) — 1 September 1970 

Substitute ‘1.64 kg’ for ‘3.6 kg’ 


(Paged,, clause 5.1, Jnc2), Subs- 1 December 1970 


I ilute ’0.062 mm (250 gauge': 
for ‘0.125 turn (500 gauge)’ 


IS :2354-i962 Spcc : ficat ion for S. O. 2160 dated 
ethyl mercury chloride, tech- 3 August 1963 
nical 


No. 1 (Page 5. clause 5, l, line 2) — Subs- 

Deccmber 1970 titute ‘0.062 mm (250 gauge) 5 
for ‘0.125 mm (500 gauge) 


1 December 1970. 


19. 


20 . 


21 . 


IS : 2355-1963 Specification for S. O. 2160 dated 
stadilized ethoxy ethyl mercury 3 August 1970 
chloride concentrate 


IS : 2387-1969 Methods for de- 
termination of weight of jute 
fabrics 

(First Revision). 

IS 12427-1968 Grading of con- 
tinuous filament viscose rayon 
yarn and acetate yarn, bright 
and dull 
( First Revision ) 


No. 1 (Page 6, clause 5. 1, line line 2) — 1 December 1970 

December 1970 Substitute ‘0.062 nun (250 gauge) 
for‘o.T25 mm(5oo gauge)’. 


S. O. 4311 dated 
25 October 1969 


No. 1 Formula under dauRe 6.1.3(b) has 

September 1970 been substituted by a new one 


S O. 3961 dated 
9 November 1968 


IS : 2516 (Part II Sec 2) — 1965 S. 0. 10S1 dated 
Specification for alternat ing 9 April 1966 
current circuit-brcakersPatrll 
Tests Section 2 Voltage Above 
l,oooUptoandIncludinpr 1000 
1 1 000 voIls 


No. T 

December 

1970 


No. 1 

November 1 970 


(i) [Page 6, Table t SINo. (iii)fa) 
againsi ‘40 ’ under Grade 1] 

Substitute ‘40’ for ‘3 j.’. 

(ii) [Page 10, Table 2, SI N°. (iii)] 
Delete rhisitem and renumber 
the sub sequent items accord- 
inglv wherever theyappearin 
the standard. ■ 

Clause D-3 has been amended 


September 1970. 


1 December 1970 


1 November 1970 


*For purposes of ISI Certification Alarks scheme, this amendment shall come into force with effect from 1 Nov, 1970. 
£For purposes oflS I Certification Marks Scheme, this Amendment shall comcintofo rcewith elfccrfrom 1 January 1971, 
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24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


30 . 


(I) 


( 2 ) 


13' 


(4 1 


15 ) 


16 ) 


IS : 2575-1963 Specification for S.O. 950 date 
leather gauntlets for welders 21 Aiurch 1964 


Nv. 1 

October 107U 


IS : 2925-1964 Specification for 
industri al safety helmei s. 


S. O- 1152 date 
to April 1965 


IS : 29 97-1964 Specification for 
air circulators type electric fans 
and regulators, 

IS : 3 03 5 (Part II)- 1965 Specifi- 
cation for the rmoplastic insula- 
ted weather proof cables 
Part IT Polvethlenc insulated 
taped or untaped, braided and 
compounded 

IS 13236-1965 General require- 
ments for syringes for medical 

use. 

IS : 3327-1065 Specification for 
paddy thresher, padel operated, 

IS : 3162-1066 Specification for 
flexible PVC flooring. 


S. O. 664 dated 
5 March 1965 


tajNo. 2 
August 1970 


No. 3 

September 1970 


S. 0.3938, dated No. 2) 

25 December, September, 1970. 
1965. 


(Page 5 j Fig. I j 

(a) First finger Substitute ‘75’ for 

*70’ tJ 

(b) Second finger Substitute ‘S5’ 
for 82 

(c) Third finger Substitute ‘86’ 
for ‘76’ 

id) Fourth finger substitute ‘55’ 
for ‘57’ 

(e) Thumb-substitute ‘75’ f°r ‘57’ 

(1; Clauscs.iCbXS, land Appen- 
dix ‘C’ have been substituted 
by new ones, 

(ii) Clauses 0.3, 5.1, 8.4,, 8.7 > io.i 
and A — 1. 1 have been emended 

(i; clauses5. i, 19.2.4.4 and 19.3.3 
h ave been amend ed 
(ii) Clauses 8.4 and 19.2.1,2. have 
been substituted by new ones 

(i) Clauscb. 1 haBbeen substituted 
by anew one. 


1 October 1970. 


t August 1976. 


I September 1570^ 


1 September, 1970. 


S- 0. 2S1, daied No. 1 
22 Januaiv, 1966. October, 1970. 

S. 0. 1081, dated No, 1 


(ii) Title on first cover page, pages 
1 and 3 has been amended as 
under ‘BAR IDED AND 
COMPOUNDED’ 

(Page 7, clause 8.7 line 2)— Subs- 1 October, 1970. 
titute ‘IS: 2303'I96? ,, ■’ for ‘IS : 

2203-1963*'. 

Table 1 has been amended. 1 September, 1970. 


IS : 3522-1066 Method for esti- 
mation of common preserva- 
tives used in texrilchidustry. 


31. IS : 35?4 -to 66 Outline dimen- 
sions for electric lifts. 


32. IS ’ 3588-1066 Specification for 
electric axial flow fans. 


9 April, 1966. September, 197(1. 

S. O.2602, dated No, r September, (j) [Page 6, Table 1, col, 3, against 1 September, 1970. 
27 August, 1966. 1970. S).No.(xii).line3]— Substitute 

‘0.5 per cent’ for ‘5 per cent’ 

(ii) A new clause 0,2.2 has been 
added 

(i) (First cover page and pages 1 j September, 1970. 
and 3 title)— Add the word 
‘PART 1 in the title on all the 
three pages. 

(ii) (Designation) — Substitute ‘IS : 

3522 (Parr I) — 1966’ for ‘IS : 

3522-1966’ wherever it appears 
in the standard. 

(Page 13, Table 4, entries against 1 September, 


S- O- 3818, dated No. 2 
1 7 December, September, 

1966. 1970, 


S. O, 24t, dated 
21 January, 
1967. 

S. O. 241, dated 
21 Tanuary, 

196". 


No. 2 


33. IS : 3626-1966 Specification for 

locked coil winding ropes. 

34. IS ■ 3706-1966 Specification for 

fountain pens. 


September, 1970. ‘16 persons or 1135 kg load’)~ 

Delete all the entries againBf this 
load. 

No. 3 o) Clauses 4.1 and 13.7.2 hove 

September, 1970. been amended. 

(ii) clause5.5has been substituted 
by a new clause. 

(iii) Thecxistingcquation ofpf has 
been substituted by a new one. 
A new size has been added in the 
tabic. 


S. O. 3818, dated No. 1 
17 December, October, 1970. 
jq66. 


, 1970 . 


1 September, 1970. 


1 October, 1970. 


35- IS : 3963-1966 Specification for 
roof extractors units. 

36. IS : 4261-1967 Glossary of 

terms relating to paper and 
pulp-based packagingmaterials, 

37. IS : 4283-1967 Specification for 

hot air fan. 


S. O. j6q, dated £No. 1 (i) Clauses 0.2.. A-?. 1 and table J March, 1970. 

11 February, March, 1970. 1 have been amended. 

1967. (ii) Clauses i.x and 4.2 have been 

substituted by new ones. 

(iii) Clause 7.4 has been deleted. 

S. O. 2’789j dated No. 2 Clause 4. t, 5.4. 12.2.2.2 and 

19 August, 1067, September, 1 070. 12.8.3 have been amended. 

S O 4633, dated No. 1 Definations of ‘Box’. ‘Coniainci’ 

30 December, September, 1070, and ‘Corroughted Fibrehoard’ 

1967. have been substituted by new 

oneR 

S. O. 287, dated No. 2 (i) Clauses4.t,i7.4.3 11n.I17.10. 3 1 September, 1970. 

20 January, 1968. September, 1970, have been amended. 

(ii) Clause 5.3 has been substituted 
by a new one. 


1 Sept ember, 197c. 
1 September, 1970. 


ffiJFor purposes of TSI Certification Marks Scheme, this Amendment shall comeintoforce wiib effect from 1 November, 1971. 
£For purposes of ISI certification Marks Scheme, this Amendment shall come into force with effect from 1st November, 1971, 
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38. 18:4388-1967 Specification for S. O. 1719, dated No, 1 (i) Clausen 2.1, 2.2 and lable 2 1 September, 1970-. 

cotton fabric for reinforcement 18 May, 19681 September, 1970. have been amended, 
of rubber hoses. 

(ii) Table 1 has been substituted 
by a new one. 


39. IS : 4497-1968 Specification for 
16 mm portable sound-and- 
picture cinema-tograph pro- 
jectors. 


S. O. 2036, dated No. I (i) (Page 2, clause 0.6, line 3) — 1 September, 197b. 

8 June, 1968. September, 1970. Substitute ‘3675’ for ‘3975’. 

(ii) fpage 9, clause 4.5, line r>— 

Substitute ‘exciter’ for ‘excited’ 

(iii) Clauses 4.4,1. 3 & 4.4.3 have 
been substituted by new ones. 

(iv) A new clause 4.4 4 has been 
added and the existing clause 
4.4.4 has been re-numbered as 
clause 4.4.5 and substituted by 
a new one, 


40. 


IS : 4745-1968 Code of practice S. O. 368, dated No. 1 

for design of cross-section of 25 January, September, 1970. 
lined canals. T 969. 


A new clause 0.2.1 has been added. 1 September, 1970. 


41. IS : 4760-1968 Specification for S. O. 1455, dated 
domestic c >oking ranges includ- 19 April, 1969, 
ing grillers, for use with lique- 
fied petroleum gases. 


No. id 

October, t970. 


(i) Clauses 6.1.1, 37,1, 37.2 and 1 October, 1970 
8.1 have been substituted hy 

new ones. 

(ii) Heading of clause 23 has been 
sucstituted by the following 
‘Total Gas Consumption of the 
Boiling Burner’. 

(iii) Table x, clause K3.1 (f) 7-5, 
ip. I, H-1.2 and K. — 3 have been 
amended. 

(iv) New clauses 3.4 and 23.2 have 
been added. 


42. 18:4894-1968 Specification for S. 0. 1455. dated No. 1', (i) Clauses 4,1 and 12.7.2 have 1 September, 1970. 

centrifugal fans. 19 April, 1969. September, 1970. been amended. 

(ii) Clause 5,5 has been substituted 
by a new one. 


43. IS : 5024-1968 Specification for S. O. 2330, dated No. 1 [Page 5, Table 1, col 3, against SI. 1 September, 1970. 

buffalo-butt leather for knee 14 June 1969, September, 1970. No. (ii) — Substituted ‘2.5’ 

bushings. ior'i.o’. 


44. IS: 5052-1969 Temper designa- S. O. 309S, dated No. 1 (Page 3 clause 3,1 informal table 1 September, 1970. 

tions of aluminium and its alloys, 2 August, 1969. September, 1970. line 2 under ‘Description)— 

Substitute ‘Temper’ for 'Tem- 
perature’, 

45. IS : 5054-(Part IP1969 Speci- S. O. 3929, dated No. 1 Clause 7,4.1. 1 has been amended, 1 September, 1970. 

fication for radio frequency con- 27 September, September, 
nectors Part I General 1969, 1970. 

requirements and tests. 

46. IS : 5070-1969 Method for beam S. O. 3728, dated] No, I Clauses 3.1, A-i, and A-3 have been 1 September, 1970. 

unnotched impact lest for grey 13 September, September, 1970. amended, 
cast iron. 1969. 


47. IS : 5082-1969 Specification for 
wrought aluminium and alu- 
minium alloy bars, rods, tubes 
and sections for electrical pur- 
poses. 


S. O. 436, dated No. 1 (i) (Page 3, clause 0.7, line 3 and 1 September, 1970. 

7 February 1970. September, 1970, page 5, clause 8.1, line 4) 

Substitute ‘HI’ for ‘H2’. 

(Ii) (Page 6, caption of Table) — 

Add the words “ TABLE 1’ in 
the beginning of the caption. 

(iii) (Page 6, Table 1, second colu- 
mn) — Substitute ‘HI’ for ‘H2*. 


Copies of these amendments are available with the Indian Standards Institution, ‘Manak Bhavan’, 9 Bahadur Shah Zafer Marg, 
New Delhi-i and also its branch offices at (i) 534 Sardat Vallabhabhai Patel Road, Bombay-7 (ii) 5 Chowringhcc Approach, Calcutta-13 
(iii) 54 General Patters Road, Madras-2 (iv) 117/41S-B, Sarvodaya Nagar Kanpur and (v) 5-9-201/2 Chirag Ali Lane, Hyderabed-i. 


[No. CMD/13 : 5] 
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E f frcEt, 21 fEETR, 1971 

EEo EF 24 01. — ETErlE E1ER EFET (EEFTS Per) MEEE 1 95 5, % fEfEEE 4 % REEF EFRtE ETET EFET 
^fEE TE-fr % fT FEE fEfEEEl E fafTEE 9 f EtMeTE ( 1 ) % E^EF EEE EpEER % EeF EEt ERpfr E fanr EREfa 
EHW % EE>TE ERP fort Jjrr 't : — 

WE^JET 

EE EErffJE EREtE ETET fRE TREE E ETEflE EWttTE Et EEET ERlEE EE EpST'E fERE EEtEE Fnj 
IT'S El TP EE E'SET eF WET ETEE1 EETT jTPE TP Ft fEETE ifrE Tl Me 

fpEET ®EV «PP EE 4 1 
E» EpT fEEPE 


(l) ( 2 ) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


( 1 ) 


"(2) 


(3) 


('0 


IS: 293-1967 ’JEp P;E°EPo 1719pR EW 1 
EEf ?fF ETE # EEJ- 1 8 Ef , 1968. EEER 1970- 

EEE Fir£ TP fEfTlfR 
(^ETT gEflEPE). 


IS: 5 5 5—1967 PEREP RE° Et° 1720 E5ET 2 

% SEE E»t eF >fE- PJEFE 1 8 EE 1968 pEERT, 1970 
SrR (^EF'JEffeT'E) 


IS: 562-1962EpREEP tt^o ?fto 359 3 fE- EEET 4 
RE fRO^E 3 e EpE ER 1 PEER"*", 1 9 6 2 RE 1970 
4?P (£ETT 

Ea OWE ) 


IS: 692-1 965 faREp 0^T° sfpo 1253- 
pEETE % Tee EEEf PeeF 2 4, EEE, 
EpfEE EpE % TsFl El% 1965 


♦TOT 4 
R’RT#, 19 70 

V 


%EE (lEftfsiTE) 


EE EETEE EE ERR RP %RtE 1 epter, 
ERR Rp EpETTEET Eo 1970. 
FEoERoiffro 1317%SFJ- 
RE EERp ^ Efe % 

8 Id EfTEEE E T 6 %" f'i 1 1 
RKP pRET ETT RT £ 1 
FiRp ePt grfr er 
fEEfE EEEE EfR^, ERf 
3Ttr ere Pfet eet «rr Eh: 

WE iflREp F fER* ^ 

RTTE" RPeFtW^ERP# 

TOIT RTfER RTEP vft I 

1) #E 5 1, 1 5 ' 2 . T 2 1 PEERT, 19 70 

EV 1 5 • 9 ’ 3 ET EWTEE 

pFE 1 EET ^ I 

2) ETS- 6*4E > hflTRft 3% 

FETE R EET ETE eF E$ 

EFRp El Ef t 1 

’Ey 5 • 1 ■ 1 ET EE>EE fRET 1 EE, 19 7 0 

c\ 

EElt I 


1 ) 1)00 EtECET ETR ] RRlf 1970 
ETE RF % %RRP % pEF 
ETRlP 9 ^ fr E^ EESTraf 
Ert 5RE SRE 9 E EET 9 
; ft ERfEEf Sf fEEEE ET 
f<ET EET ^ fREE U<t> Sr 
ETME EEE %ETTf 
E> |ETt E flWE 
(reducedD^^E ■eftt 
EEE EeRI Et fEET EET t I 


*ETF^E E1ET ERT (EETEE Pef?) EtRET ^ EEptE EE ERlEE 1 EERT 1 970 Sf RRf ?t RTEET I 
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( l ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) (S) («) 


( 5 ) 


IS: 885-1967 FfTT rr^o Ft° 3152 
TTfprt % Iff nwrc'T ferirr 1 4 Pooh 
’TFT (F^FI'JTTtF'F) ■ 9 68 


FW 1 
FlSFT, 197 0 


( 6 ) ISt 1169-1967 fTTT'ft o.Fo Fti 1720 
F FITS H F 3 F»T fru fdF?F 18 *^, 

FST ( 9 SFT TFTtsiF) 1968 


FW 1 

frid*-«K, 1 5 i o] 


( 7 ) 


( 8 ) 

( 9 ) 


( 10 ) 


IS: 1 170-1967 9 T> riFo Flo 28 7 flF+F FW 1 
%lfFFF ^ fafiTjfe * 0 FFFT\ 19 68 fFF*F 7 . 1370 
(ifFT fT%PF) 


IS: 1398-1968 FFFF 

fwiiF ftf ft% <If%F 
ftff H\ faftipF 
IS: 1520-1960 FTF 
si WSJ OT'fr % f’T'T 
(pf^F FF% u if.F F'F 

%t \kM*i 

IS: 1526-1960 FpF 
fif % ftftt fV ft'E- 
foFT 


TTFo 5^0 3 7 45 pTFTF F%FT 2 


26 FFSF r , 19 68 

mfo FT° 1742 
ti'Ttqr 1 6 Tpri, 
I 960 

FFo Ffo 2494 
(%FFE 1 5 FFTF 7 
1960 


fFdTFT 1970 
FW 3 

fFTW, 1970 


FW 1 

fw 1970 


(ll) IS: 1528-1962 FW- 
Fer % fm? wppft 
FFT ^Htpe qrtwr 

q^fw 


ffo ft<> 3593 fw 1 
frrw 1 Ptf-w, ffw 1970 

EN 

1962 


2 ) PlTO HPl 4 T 1 F%Fsft'TFF 

Hlil T % % f%TT F<J- 

ff FfsrFFF fo+io F 
ft it Tii g 1 

3 ) flftlftd if fl Tlf W FTT 

sfkiq fwiF Q'tmvi %r 

$ZT folT FFT g FFT TFT 

Fwtr F IS: 3970 - 

1967 FT S W ‘a f%F | jm 1 
£ I FFT 

4 ) F^F FIFFPlfa qf<F ^4 I 

[qT 27 , FimfT 1 Frrrfei 1 ffjft 1970 

(*) qrc — Aff 

$fftp ijr of, wf>-f, 

g WF FT '#0 FTo Fog 
trTTo tt 0 FtT%, f -4 •'. 1 T- 
i *. ’ TIT iio i FFT g I 

1 ) FTF 5. 1 FU 16. 9. 3 TIT 1 fFFW 19 70 

F?lVF fw FFT g I 

2 ) m 6 . 4 ^ is. 2 . 1 , 2 

% TF,F FT 61 ^ FtF 1*7 1 [ 

FIT g 1 

FTTFl 1 F FWlF f%FT FF? 1 fFFTFT 1970 

t I 


TaTS" 4.2% WF TT ?pTT 1 %F«n r 19 7 0 
FTF Tft? fdFT FFT t I 

m 14 . 9 % EF 7 F FT FFI 1 fFFTFT 1970 
■W7 %t7 f%FT FFT f I 


[F^TF TJFT iJTS, F^ 1 FV 2 1 Pro TFT 1970 

(frfis % fts i fV 3 ), 
fHf] FFTT TFFTt FT 
FFF FT f%TF fW 

FfTF I 

fttfTf FTFF 
FfTFfsf % FTFTT FV Flf:- 
fFFT (230 fFFV %ftFr) 

1 ) WZ 2.4. 1 , 2 FT FFtiTF 1 FFSFT, 1970 
f%FT FFT g I 

2) mp 6FT IFT 2, 4. 1 . 8 
FtST FFT g I 


*FTT#T FTFF FTFT FFFFF fF?g FT FFT % FFTFcT FF FFlFF 1 FF^FT 1 970 % FTF gt FPTFT I 
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(1) ( 2 ) (3) (4) (5) 


( 12 ) 


(•13) 


(14) 


(IS) 


(16) 


IS: 20S6-1 9 63 9/T: rnTo ?ffo 2 370 
RTfTTT m TTK % frTTK 2 4 5RW 
650 RRRT TT % 1963 

finrtt % % finx 

TTT'T $pR<f 5 T> 

wrarr %t ftfirfe: 

('prcVfeR) 


*R3R 3 
RTRT, 1970 

c\ ' 


IS: 2148-1968 farsrrt *fto 3728 r§r 1 
% TWER % fipx fiRR 13%lt-=K fiRTR-,1970 

rtttr? ErVrf %t fir 1 9 G9 
Mr (trr ' j^tterr) 


IS: 2232-1 967 isriRRC FfTo *r>o 4562 8W 1 

4?T fiRR 23 fRTRT SR-RT 19 70 
ftMR (RFTT ^T- 1967 

ftsfr) 


IS 2312-1967 TVs- Ri o Ru 526 fiRR wkr 2 

R F | Rtt 0 Ro %fiRR lO.RWTt 1968 fiRWT19 70 

(TSR 

q/rrtsm-) 

IS: 2316-1 96 8 RT- RTo Ro 59 3 fiREF TFR 1 

TR7 z{\x 15RRft 1969 fiETRx 1970 

fipfiRT tfiTTTRWT 
sffiT TRT TR Tt 
TSfif (RRT RTtMjt) 


l) 23 (fifiR TT 24 

1T3tt-W>o 1, ifTTlJi 

! 'employed’ 

% wr tt specified' 

■ r? fw ttf i 

(2) 1 1, *t? 6, 1 (tt)] 1 

FT TR firMrfi'iM 
RT Tty ttpRr RT % 
FTf Tt R3R if iMeR 
tt W sftr 'tr’ ft wr: 
‘tfi fTR ‘f ’ TR Ttfipr I 
'fit ) TTT RT Tt RTT’ 

3 ) retr rt 7 . s. o Tty 

forr wr I i 

1 ) RT 3.1% WR TT TR 

R? Tty f*R RTT & I 

2) (<ps 4 0, RffiT 18 tt 
tt Pefr)- 

rMr fin -"'I % WR 
TT firRfilfisR fwr TT 
HtfRF : 

' 1 85ft RTR R t??fR RTR 
Tit % Tit? TTF WTO : 
pfiiR tfinf rt’ 

(iTI 5 1 5 cEF RTTt 1 T 

11 RE)-! *t 11 WR- 
fwf % tlR %t RTfir 
% fift filRfitfisR TtT 
TtfiR : ‘ (fiRtOT tt TR3T 
?t rtr tt firm WR RT 
R TRT flR at TT% %fit 
r% ^ (mr w wt 

?trt i y 

Hi) T3 5 . 1 1 4 . 8 . 2 spt 

RlfiR f%R TR | I 

2 ) itr 6. 5 % wr qr tr 

it? TtT ftR RTT ^ I 
(^ 5, RT 11.1 #R l)- 
3. 64 f%° UTo % WRIT 
1 . 64 f%o Ro TtfTF I 


( 6 ) 


1 TO 1970 


1 TTRT 19 7 0 


1 3R3R!: 1970 

C\ 


1 f%PR 1970 


1 ffiTWT 1970 
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(1) 

(2) 

'(3) 

•(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(17) 

IS: 235 3-1963 ^WT 

YY° fYo 20 3 8 pFTTT YOT 1 

(t^ 5 e irs5. i, yPy 2 )- 

1 fYTTCTT 19 7 0 

oTrr yYYti^t, ytfYyY 

20FFTf 1963 

fYfFTT 1970 

‘ 0 . 125 fYYV ( 500 yh ) ' 



yY fYftrf r ? 



% RTFT TF ‘ 0 . 062 fYYf 
(250 yh)' yf YrfYtT i 


(18) 

IS: 2354-1963^1^ 0Y° WR 2160 

Y*OT 1 

(TP5 5, 5.1, YpTT 2 )- 

1 f^rnp 1970 

TFT YTfPT^Y, TTYPiY 

PftPt: 3 oth 

pFFHH 1970 

‘ 0 . 12 5 fYYV ( 500 TSr)’ 



TY PrPnfR 

1963 


%E*TRYT ' 0 . 062 ( 250 
Yh)' YF WtfTPT | 


(19) 

IS. 2 355-1963 fY- 

irfTo sfTo 2160 

YOT 1 

(fS 6, 5. 1, YpfY 2)- 

1 pHTPTT 1970 

fTT ^TWfY 

pFTplT 3 SHERI 

fTT^P 1970 

' 0 . 125 ( 500 TT)' 



yY Prfw 

1970 


HETTY YF‘0 . 06 2 fYYt 
( 2 50 ipr)’ TF YYYy | 


(20) 

IS: 238 7—1969 TRET 

itto Yfo 4311 

Y$yt i 

m 6 . 1 . 3(tt) if frrr tut 

i fYar^TT 1970 

YF? WT «TK fTTTFpr 

pETET 25 SETUP" 

%TT^T 1970 

’JY % EYET TT TOT l TT pOT 



yY y^Pt (yttht 3/P 
^tepr) 

1 969 


OT | 1 


(21) 

IS: 2427-1 968 FOTYY 

THT« Sfto 39 61 

Y<OT 1 

l) [fES 6, TIFtY 1 WF1» 

1 Pppsp 197 0 

TY % pOT YF 

P?YFE 9 YTETT 

fYW«R 19 70 

(3) (tr) ‘40*P H STET 



PhyYy Yttt hty 

1968 


Y? 1 %T>Y] '34' %PTFT 


sfF PfYzF 9 FT tY 



'p'40'TT5ftf^ 1 



faftrfaz (y^yty/fY- 



2) [1<SS 10, HTTwY 2. T>T 



m) 



TOT ( 3)] JR tY?ft 

TF 31 R «pY TTI tY OTTT Y 






fbt tY ff PfiT Y fY^Yr tf 
<tY ott 1 


(22) 

IS: 2516 (FIT 2/5TT 

iTTTo sffo 1081 

TWT 1 

srir Yr- 3 YwYgtt Pett tot 

1 TTIFR 1970 

2)-1965 Y Yt BFT 

pTYtYT 9 SETH 19 6 6 

OT^F" 1970 

% 1 



qf?T4 Ytp spV PrfYfp: 

if* 2 SJ^qpr 

2 1000 Y 37R mj 
1100 0 yVot 

(23) IS' 2 57 3— 1963 Y?3Tf TiTTo tfY° 950 fOTY7 YOT 1 (<JKS 5, STTffY 1 if) 1WH7 1970 

% Pw FT'S % STBETT 21 YFr 1 904 SpT^F 1970 (yt) T^hY SOFT % f<TC* ' 70’ 

apY fafiflfrr %■ RTFT or ' 7 5' YF pfrf%rr 

Wfwft g;ip?fr % fair ' 82 ’ 

% OTY YT *85’ YF 
(t) efYfTTt % fnrr' 7 6* 

% OTY TT '80 TF pOT 

FTY 

(y ) YPY tyhY % Ptp ' 5 i 
% PTFT TT ‘5 5' YF hYP^Y 
(®) sfiJS % fair ' 57 ' % 
ptr yt ' 7 5’ t Pot ftct 1 

*YF{faT THTYT T ■r]'"T YFTYT % pTT YtiYtT 1 jETYPT Y TTHT I 
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(1' 

) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(s) 

(«) 

( - 1) 

IS: 2925-196 i mat- 

rr»To fat° 1152 

’ffaUT 2 

lj-iR.i (ufe), 8. 1 fak 

1 TfUR 197 0 


fur sttdi fart fat fu- 

tufar 1 0 fafa, 

RURT 1970 

fafafar ' fit' fa jur ur 



ftrffa 

1965 


hit fak qfrferrR faff 

feF p | 






2 ) far 0 . 3 , 5 , 1 , 8. 4,8. 7 






1 0 . 1 fak F- 1- 1 TT fefafe 






uu fan ftt p , 


(2 5) 

IS: 2 9 9 7—1964 fRT 

FRo fato 6 64 fafaT 

few i 

1 ) far 5.119.2.4.4 fak 

1 femm 1970 

3U Ulfa fuufat fa qfjfa 

5 UTU 1966 

fTR'RT 1970 

1 9 . 3 . 3 tt fefamu fern 



fak Rfafakl fat faffefeT 


mi % 1 






2 ) ST¥8.4 5rfa 19,2. 1.2 






% fUR FT UF fa? faF fiF 

f, 1 


(26) 

IS: 3035 (UR 2 )- 

n.fo fafe 3938 

fe®fa 2 

l)5I 6,ll TUTU TT UR 

1 femur 1970 

196 5 URUR URTfa 

fuufr 25 fafTRT 

fedUl 1970 

fa? fan nur pt 



rtftR Tufa fat fa- 

1965 


2 ) R TC3 fak RE 1 fak 



ffefR '4 FT 2, fafar- 



3 TT Utffa if fepUffefeiiT 



mufau it rtfem z° 



fefafeJU ffan UUT 1 : 'UUT- 



fainm fan £973 it, 



TT Ul% fak utfeTF rtuu 



tmur uife fak fafauT 
rW ufer 



ufar’ 


(27) 

IS: 3235—1965 fuffa' 

FU° fato 281 ferutr 

feSBT 1 

(ns 7, far 8.7 offer 2 )- 

1 TRSUT 1970 


FIT if U^TU ^ TUR 

22 UUBfa 1966 

TIUSUT 197 0 

IS: 2203—1 963* % 



fat faurktfai nunt 



f«TR TT IS:2303- 



mm uroife 



19 63* T? fatffacr 1 


(28) 

IS: 3327-19 65 ITT 

FT To Tito 1081 

feTTT 1 

feTTfat 1 TT feTRU fan TUT 

1 femur 1970 


urffai ur ufafe fat 
Rlffa fat faftlffa 

feRTT 9Trtu, 1966 

femur 1970 

f 1 


(29) 

IS:3402-1966'ftfa 

TTTTo fato 2 60 2 

TRBT 1 

1 ) [ns 6, ferrfat i, m 

1 femur 1970 


fat % UR T# fat 

feRTT 27 TRR 

femur 1970 

3 , w io ( 12 ) % nfet, 



fafafe 

1966 


offer 3 ]- ‘5 yfauid' fe 

WR TT ‘0. 5 ufemfe’ TT 






fatfUF 1 

2 ) ft nn far 0 . 2.2 fefar 






fRT P ( 


(30) 

lS:3522-1966nU 

<t?To Tito 3813 feRiT 

TRUT 2 

1 ) (butt Titr i r -s 1 nr 3 

1 femur 1970 

Buffer ®r stutt frium 

1 7 few 19 6 6 

femur 1970 

tt fatfer) HfertoRf or 



9 ['VinTT TT TFl H 1 9 



WtOT it '4TR 1 fair fetfarr I 



Fk fat Tfafe 



2) (OTUR) — BRT fe UR 






Tfa fat ‘IS: 3522-1 966' 
fat BUT FTR R IS: 35 2 2 
(UR 1 )— 1 966 TrfatfefF 

1 


*WT «rr fe7UT RUHR fafeRI T ir tfjfttrT 1 mufa fa UR ?fMTI I 
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|Tabt ft — 


(l) (2) (3) (5) (5) (6) 


(31) IS:3534— 1966 f444t 44o 41° 24lforr i E 4<s4( 2 

4ft farff 4?t ^TT'TT 2 1 44471 1967 f44»T4 1970 

4*4*41 4T4 

(32) IS:3588-1966/WIT 44o 4to 241 ff4EF 4S4T1 

4^4 f444l 2l444Ttl967 fa 4*47 197 0 

% fiff 4ft faftrfe 


(33) 


(34) 


IS: 3626-1966f44t C[4o 41° 3818 
4% fa444t TE4f 7?f fo-TFE 1 7 (44*47 

faftrfte 19 6 6 


4341 1 

44447 1970 


IS 370 6—1966 451434 
74 4ft farftrfe 


44° 41° 469 (44177 *ft^qT 1 
11 r 6*4Tl 1 967 4f4 1970 


(35) 18:3963-196634 ifto 2789 4W 2 

it ?=nft 4 pt ft'csfrrw ffriT 194474 1997(44747 1970 

s> 

^TT^Eff 4ft fTfwfe 

(36) IS : 42 61-1 9 67 4444 tt^ 0 sff° 4633 4WT 1 

4t7 47 il 44t Tffal fa4FE 3 0 (44*47 (44*47 1970 

A 

4T44t 4*44*1 HiTr- 19 67 

47ft 

(37) IS:4283-196744?141 1*4° 4t° 287(44145 4441 2 

74 4T% 't'f 4ft fafafa: 2 0 44471 19 68 fa4*47 19 7 0 


(38) IS : 4388-1967743 44° sftc 1719 4W 1 

% ifr^rf % 4444 % Pro; ff^rr 1 8 Ft 1 968 (44*47 1970 

TTt t! fafarfe 

( 39 ) IS- 4497-1968 16- ?fto 20.16 R54T1 

fatft % 44144 STfT fT4T47 8 ^4 1968 f44P44 1970 

f44 p l 

Ht4737 4ft fafafe 


(TG5 1 3, 41741 4, ' l 6 5 TfT4 lfa4747 1 9 7 0 
41 1 135 f%° 41° 444’ 

4T 414) - ^4 4T7 % 4*4*14 
44ft 4ftrfc4t 531 fifapT i 

1) 44 4. nfk 13. 7. 2 44 lftTT*47 1970 
44144 (4541 44T ft I 

2) I3T4 5 . 5 % 7414 47 441 
53T 4ft¥ ff41 44T (t I 

3) ft 475 % 44414 441474 
% *414 47 44T 441474 
f?4T 44T | I 

4T74t 4 rt4T 44T 4r^4 4t*T 1 4434* 1970 
44l| I 


1) 4fJ 0. 2 , 4-3, l sfH 1 414 1970 
47741 1 44 44144 f'TTT 

441 | I 

2) IIS' 1 . 1 4. 2 % 7414 

47 6Tt ijn fo(T Jirr | 

3) 3(4 7 . 4 43T fell 441 |l 

4TJ 4.1, 5,4, 12.2.2.2 1(44*47 1970 

4"l7 12-8-2— 44 44144 
f4>4T 441 t I 

‘4144’, ‘41444’ ?ft7 '445^3 1 facf»47 19 70 
44444 4t#, 4ft 4(44141- 
sff % *414 44 4^ TfWTrri 
ft 4t | I 

1) 4T1- 4. 1, 17. 4. 3 5fk 1 f44*5T7 1970 

1 7 . 1 0 . 3 44' 44144 f4!4T 
44T £ I 

2) 143 5. 3 ^5*414 44 44T 
4T4 f44T 44T | I 

l) 413 2. 1, 2. 24t74T74l 1 f44H7 1970 

2 44 44t44 f%4T 44T | I 

2) 4T7'jft 1 % 7414 47 4f 
41441 ft 4ft I 

1) (4^3 2, 513 0. 6, 4f44 1 f 44444 1 9 7 0 

3) — 397 5' % W14 44 

‘36 75’ 4:4 4tf31ii I 

2) (4 9,®'4 4. 5, 4f441 ) — 

‘q44T^f4’ % ?4T4 44 

‘^441^44’ 44 4tf4TT I 


*417414 4144 47-Tf (sT4r44 f4?f) 41^41 % Tlf % ffT'T 44 44144 1 44^47 1970 
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( 40 ) IS : 4745-1968 'mt IJTOo ?fto 368 

iijOr «Fl‘ ’mil TO2 2 5 

fsrarr??T frfa- i960 

ir%rr 

(4l) IS ; 4760-1 968TfW *flo 1455 

ftff % TO fTO(T 1 9 W 

Tr^rftnro toto 1909 

toj ^ fafurfe 


(42) IS : 4894-1968TTT- TRo TOt° 1455 
Tlfff TOl fafarfsT flFTtTO 19 W$TO 


( 43 ) IS : 5024—1968 1 JTO° TOt° 2330 

to: ttot tF^tt % faroro 1 4 

frot^'TT^'fte % 1969 

TOTf TOV 

( 44 ) IS : 5052-1969^- qtfo sfto 3098 

fofTTOT wk TTOPt fTOThtr 2 TOIFT 

fJr^srar^ % % i960 

TTOTOT 


6W I 

fTOTfTO 197 0 


6WT 1 
totto i97o 


*mr i 

fTOTOjr 197 0 


6TTOT I 

fTOTWTT 1970 


TOsTO 1 

ftrro^r 1970 


3) 153 4. 4. 1 . 3Wk 4. 4. 3 
^ WR TO. TOT TOT fTOJ 

Trq t I 

4) tTTTOrnar? 4.4. 4 3fltr 
nm | itftr <st 4 . 

4 , 4 to toto to 

TOT 4.4 5 TO fTOTT 
TOT! | TOTT **nT TO! TOT1 

TOTO fam TOU | I 

ITT TOTT ISfe 0 . 2 . 1 sftfT 1 f^TOSTC 1970 
TOTT % I 


1) 1ST 6. 1 . 1, 37. 1,3 7. 2 1 WTO 1970 

TV: 8. 1 %TTOTTO TO 1 , - 

TO? f'TO W £ | 

2) TOT 23%#TOTOTOFT 
TO Firofii f~:T 3 TO" f?TOT 

tott % : 'totot-t sr^r =?ro 

4TTO fro TO TO toW 

3) TOTTTOl 1 , TOT TO 3 . 1 (tnfi) 

7. 5, 10. I,<JTO 1 . 2 sffr 
TO 3 TO TT^fl^TO fr^TT TOTT 

I I 

4 ) TOT TOT 3. 4 UTO 23. 2 
TOtt »nj 1 1 

1 ) TOT 4 . 1 sftT 12.7.2 lFflTOTO1970 

to TfTOtgro Ftott w 1 1 

2) TOT 5. 5 %fTOTTOTOT 
tot ferr tpjt 1 1 

[TO5 5, TOT^uft I,TTOT*T 3, 1 ftTTOTO 19 70 

%n*mr ( 2 )]— 1 1 . o’ 

%WrpTTO‘2. 5TO^frfTOC[ I 


(^S 3, TOT 3.1 SpiW- 1 flTTOTOl 970 
TOlftTO TOTTOl TOfiRT 2 % 

TOTOTO 'FsTOV *1)- 

"2 1-4 ^-4 {’ % STOFT TO ‘TOTO' 
tn: TOrfroq; 1 
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1 

O 

3 

4 

5 

6 

(45) IS 

■ 5054 faPT-l) 

TOT 0 WT 0 3 92 9 

fan 1 

>WT 7 . 4 . 1 . 1 TOT faffa 

1 ffarfa 19 7 0 

- 1 9 6 9 ^ffaT OTTfa 

fafa 27fa34Tf 

fW' 19 7 0 

fan tott £ 1 



TO4Tfa?r Yt fqHdfoe 

1 969 





wnr itmnwr*tfwR 






■ifa TflhTT 





(46) IS 

: 5070—1969 EJT 

tor fa 372 8 

fan 1 

fa 3. 1, nr- 1 fa TT -3 Bftr 

1 faroro- 1970 


TTTT fa fafa fan 

fafa lsfaTRF 

ffalfa 1 97 0 

Twmfan TOT | 1 



7 rtTTT T (far) 

TOTTPT ifaTT Tfa 

1969 




(47) IS 

: 5 0 82— 1 969 fa^JT 

TOT 0 fa 4 36 fafa 

wr 1 

l) (res 3 , fa 0 . 7 , Tfal 

1 ffartR 19 7 0 

faf % fa™ fan 

7 fafa 19 70 

ffarR 1970 

3 ?ftT TOS 5 fa 8 . 1 , faff 



fa tT5T- 



4)-fa 2 ' Y **TTTO *R 



faf'TTtrfa-TEiTgYr 



fa l' fa eftfatT | 



m\ fan, fan 



2 ) (<JtJ 6 , Enpnjfa fa ) — 



fafafT YT fafaifa 



ufafa to tpt'T hr tot 
'TTR nfT' l' fa tftffa 1 






3) (TO5 6 , TOffa 1 , ^HTT 

1 fPTO'R 1970 





*TO 1 T)~fa 2 ’ % TOTR 

TT fa l’ fa Pftfair | 



'hrcfar nfar Yr Tfrorr nfafa hrf ttot, 9 rtt-irtt? nro: *rfa fofat,- 1 , tfrr ^fa tout ^rafan 

(l) ITT- 1 8 , ~T fafT f TTfaTP? rr^-fffl-, SHTTOIT, qr^TTRTT- I 6 ( 2 ) faYfa? far faffan, TOHT TOR oTTOt)t— 9 ( 3 ) 534 , 
TOPTTTTrTiT TTfarTTfa STPfa-7 ( 4 ) 5, fafa tfa +TOPHT- 1 3, ( 5 ) 5— 9— 20l/2, ffaR faT fa farm?- 1 
( e) 1 1 7/418, fafafa TOR TOTTOJT-5, ifa ( 7) 54, TORTO ffa ffa, JTffT-T-2 9TRT Yt ITT EfaT t I 

fao jfto rrjfo fa/ 13:5] 


(INDIAN STANDARD INSTITUTION) 

New DtV'i, 7 he yth November 1971 

S. O. 2402. — Tlu Certification Marks Licincos, datuilsol which arc nenrimiad in the following sthaduRhavc lapsed nr their ranuv als 
aferrad : 

The Schedule 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No & 
Data of issue 

Name and Address of the 

Lfcsnsoa 

Artiela/Proeesr and the 
reinvent fS r Designation 

S. O. Numbei 
data cf the 

Gazette Notifying 

Grani of I icenti- 

Remarks 



(2) 

(3) 

(41 

?51 (64 

- 


1 CM/L-14 

3,9-1956 


Thu Matal Rolling Works Sheets, strips and circles- S.R.O. 2052 
Pvt Ltd , J04 Sion-Matunpa IS : 21-1959 dt. 15-9-1956 

Estate, Sion, Bombay 22 


Deterred aiLer 31-8-1971 
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CD 


(2) 


(3) 


(.4) 


(5) 


C«) 


2 GM/-L-45 

2O-I-IQ58 


3 CM/L-166 
8-2-1960 


I CM/L'280 

13-3-1961 


5 GM/I.-335 

2f-8-r96r 


6 CM/L-448 
24-8-1962 

7 CM/T-563 
18-7-1963 


8 GM/L-6I8 
10-1-1964 


9 CM/L -747 
27-7-1964 


to GM/L-1009 

9-2-1965 


11 CM/L-1155 

15-10-1965 


12 CM/L-1169 

3-12-1965 


13 GM/-L-H99 

i8-r-r966 


t 4 CM/L-I207 

4-2-1066 


14 CM/ L- 1589 
20-12-1967 


t6 GM'L-1590 
20-12-1962 

17 CM'L-1647 
5-3-1968 


18 CM'L-1822 

28-10-1968 


19 CVl/L-1935 
17-7-1969 


B.S.&Co., 33 Brabourn Road T.M-ahost plywood pnnels S, O. 13 

Calcutta. " IS 110-1964 dt. 15-2-1968 


Andamans Timbar Industries Taa-chast Plywood panels S. O. 427 dt. 
I,td., 26 Ghittaranjan Avenue IS TO-1964 20-2-1960 

Calcutta 

Jayshree Plywood, India Ex- Taa-chast ply wood panala- S. O, 816 
change Calcutta IS -10-1964 dt. 15-4-1961 


Alpha Electric & Engg Co; 30, Sittgla-phasesmallac and S. O. 2214 
Calicut Street, Ballard Estate, universal electric - dt. 16-1-1961 
Bombay motors with class ‘A’ 

insulation- 
IS :996-l959. 

Bharat Plywood & Timber Tea-chest plywood panda- S. O. 2825 
Products Pvt Ltd, Canna - IS : TO-1964 dt. 15-9-1962 

noro, North Malabar 

Bharat Pulverising Mills Pvt Parathion emuhifiablc — S. O. 2372 
Ltd, Ghattala, Andhori-Kurla concentrates— IS ; 2129- dt, 24-8-1963 
Road, Bombay 69 (Office : 1962 

38-A Sayanj Road, Bombay- 
28) 

Indian Malleable Castings Bicycle frames — IS : S. O. 603 

Ltd. P, O. Domchaneh 623-1963 dt. 22-2-1964 

Distt, : Hazaribagh (Bihar) 


Renewal was deferred alter 31-1 
1967) the licerco is now to be 
mated as lnpased altar that 
data. 

Renewal was deferred after 
29-2-19684 the) icon ea is now 
to be mated as lapsed after 
that date. 

Renewal was deferred alter 

I5-3-t967; tho licence ia now 
to be treated as lapsed after that 
date. 

Renewal was dofcirod after 

14-9-1965; the lk'fTti, is now 
to be treated as lapsed after 
that date. 

Renewal was doferrod altor 31-8- 
1969; tho lieoDte is now to be 
treated as lapsed aftorthat date 
Deferred after 15-8-1971 


Renewal was deferred after 15-2- 
1967, the licence is now to be 
treated as lapsed after that 
date. 


Radio St Electricals Mfg, Go. Watar motors, dry dial S, O. 3487 Deferred after 15-9-1971 

Ltd, Mysore Road, Post Bag typo ot 15 mm, 20 mm, dt. 3-10-1964 
No. 6, Bangalorc-26(Mysoro) 6; 25 mm sixes- : IS 

779*1968 

. U. P. Gable Co, 4 D.L.P. VIR cables for fixed wiring S.O. 987 Deferred after 31-8-1971 
Industrial Aroa, Najalgarh IS : 434 (Part I & It dr. 27-3-1965 
Road, Now Delhi (Office : —1964 

Old Gan <sh Mills Bldg.— 

Kishan Gan], Delhi-6) 


Rajasthan Gable Industries Vulcanized rubber Insulated S. O. 3586 Renewal was doferrod aftor 31- 
Ltd., Kota (Rajasthan) cableB& flexible cords- df. 20-11-1965 10-694 the licence is now to 

IS : 434 (Port I fit II) — be treated as lapsed after that 

1964 date. 

Central Insecticides & Fcrtili- DDT water dispersible S.O. 410 Deferred after 31-8-1971 

zera, no Industrial Estate, powder concentrates — dt. 5-2-1966 

Indore (M.P.) IS : 565-1961 

Bharat Pulverising Mills , Graphite for use as foundry S.O. 525) Renewal was deferred after 31-5 
Pvt Ltd, Ghinchnokli Cross facing materials dt. 19-2-1966 19694 the licence is now to be 

Lane Byculls, Bombay IS : 1305-196? treated as lapsed after that date 

Power Gables, pvt Ltd, Mild steel wire for general S.O. 851 Renewal was deferred after 3 1-3 
Vithalwadi, Kalyan (Maha- engineering purposes — dt, 19-3-1966 1969; the licence is now to be 

rashtta) IS : 280-1962 treated as lapsed after that date 


Katia Steel Rolling Works, 
613 Barrackporc Trunk 
Road,P.O. Agarapara, 24, 
Parganas (Office : 9? Park 
Street, Calcutta. > 

Do. 


Standard Mineral Products 
Pvt Ltd, S’lbhas Nagar, 
fogeshwari (East), Bombay- 
So 


Structural steel (Standard S. O. 284 
quality) — IS : 226- dt. 20-1-1968 

1969 


Structural steel (standard S. O. 284 
quality) — IS 4226-1969 dt. 20-1-1968 

Malathion emulsifable S. O. 1470 
concentrates — dt. 27-4-1968 

TS 42567-1963 


Deferred after 30-6-1971 


Deferred after 30-6-1971 
Deferred after 31-8-1971 


Katia Steel Rolling Works , Hot rolled steel strips S. O. 4257 Deferred after 30-6-1971 

613 B.T. Road, P.O. Aear- (balings) IS : 1029-1970 dt. 30-11-1968 
para, 24 Parganas (Office : 

93 Park Street, Calcutta-16) 


Agivwal Steel Industries , Structural steel (ordinary S.O. 1639 Renewal was deferred after ij- 
Mirol — Maroshi Road.Maral quality)— IS : 1977- dt, 3-5-1969 3-1970; the Fcence is now to 

Bombay. 1969 be treated as lapsed after that 

date. 
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no CM/L-2H 

t6-IO-IC 


21 CM/L-2II3 

16-10-1969 


22 CM/L-2I40 

31-10-1969 


23 CM/L-2334 
29-5'J970 


24 CM/L-234? 
T9-6-I970 


35 CM/L-2376 

27-7-1970 


26 CM/L-2381 
31-7-1970 


2 7 CM/L-2798 

31-8-1970 


28 CM/L-2408 

11-9-1970 


Pare) Rolling Mills, Kolshct Structural steel (starderd S- O. 4849 Renewal was defentd after 15- 
Road (Near Power House) q'iality>—TS 1226-1969 dr. 6-12-1960 10-1970: the licence is not to 

Thana be treated as lapsed after that 

date. 


Structural steel (ordinary S.O. 4849 
quality': — IS : 1977- dr. 6-12-1969 
1969 


Agrro-Indusrrial Chemicals Co. Dieldrln emulsffiable cor— S.O. 4849 
Rudrapur. Distr : Nainital centrares— IS 11054- dt. 6-12-1969 

1962 


Renewal was deferred after 
15-10-1970: the licence is now 
to be treated aa lapsed after 
that date. 

Renewalwasdeferred oflet 31-10- 
1970: the l'cerce is new to be 
treated as lapsed after that 
date. 


Shri Laxmi Mineral Indus- BHC dusting powders — S.O. 2802 Lapsed after 31-5-1971. 
tries, 2/7. Dr R.N. Tagore IS : 561-1962 dt. 22-8-1970 

Road- Calcutta-57 


Pesticides India, Udaipur 
(Rajasthan) 


Malathion water dispera- S. O- 3429 
Ible powder concentrates- dt. 24-10-1970 

IS : 2569-1963 


Renewal was deferred after 30' 
6-1971 ; the licence is now to 
be treated as lapsed after that 
dare. 


The Bharat Plywood & Tim- Plywood for general pur- S.O. 2109 Lapsed after 31-7-1971. 

ber Produce Pvt Ltd.. Bali- pOses-IS : 303-1960 dt. 2P-J-1971 
apatam (Kerala Office : 
port Road. P.O. Bov 21, 

Cannanore-i, (Kerala) 


Bramhappa Tavanappnnavar Compounded feed for 
Pvt. Ltd, Knshnarain Road , cattle-IS: 2052-1968 
Post Box No. 7. Davangere 
(Mysore State) 

Tuticorin Salt Refineries Ltd, Light magnesium car- 
Urani Extens on Salt Fac- bonate for cosmetjc 
tOry. T iticorin-4 (Office : induatry-IS •2528-1963 

zR 3 West Great Cottion Road, 

Turicorin-2) 

Artee Minerals, t;/v, Mathura EndrinEC^IS : 1310 — 
Road, Faridabad (Haryana) 1958 


S.O. 2x09 
dt. 29-3-1971 


S. O. 57 
dt. 2-I-1971 


Deferred after 13-8-1971. 


Lapsed after 15-9-197'- 


S. O. 3749 
dt. 11-9-1971 


Deferred after 15-9-1971. 


[No. CMD/i3:i4] 

(trrctfta wn) 

9 1971 

quo 2402.— f^SDT SETDET HTWRf % ? TO TO 


no <Eftr srrft 
•tnrt errftu 


Etntt eft sftr sfw 

Tin : qOTt 


qmfrtfo Rffn, ftr?r 
if Brft 





1 *ftqn/q?r-i4 
3-9-1956 


feJrcvTTYw'TTTtf RTo, Tfinff tfTT qiMTTT5ft2052 31-8-1971 % 

fao, 104, firmr- — fanfo 15-9-1956 ttt wPet 

ETtTT ITS, fiRET IS : 21—1959 


0 ) 
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2 Eft T^TT/l^T— 4 5 
20-1-1958 


J El 1 6 6 

8-2-1960 


ftt ttB/tEfr-280 
13-3-1961 


5 El ^n/^T-33S 
24-8-1961 


6 I^/cpT-448 

24-8-1962 


7 fttHB/tyST-563 
18-7-1963 


8 fttHB/ctH-eia 

10-1-1964 


0 I^T/t^-7 47 

27-7-1964 


ftt I ^ |J '8 T o , 3 3 U BTB ^ Ic 0*1 % IViu, tTE o jff o 13 

TtT, TBWT % BTB — fBBfaf 15-2-1958 

IS: 10-1964 


BTRTB fisffar BTB «fft tffr *ft 427 

fHo, 26, fW^JFT fHIT % fBBTT 20-2-1970 

WWT — 

IS : 10-1964 

BB sft ffaBT BIBTft'tfzBf^frlB iriMft 816 

>1411 -411 Jxn'ticii L <?1 1 % cfaft — fBBTT 15—4—1961 

IS : 10-1964 


3?rr *ftfB?r i(«bbbT i*t 9 , 1 ft i^ftt hbbT 2214 
To,' 30, TTbTTZ bVt fBBlft fartT 16-9-1961 

*hr# v tsr, ifcsri % Btrc, q ^fr 

% tTer nft — 

IS : 996-1964 

vnrff Grrfj* n<rf ^ % hbbT 2345 

sfU'+itt BT o fH o , I«H1 '-WV-j.B % n?Hlf 15—9—1962 

tbTt THfr btbtbp- bbcT— 

IS : 10-1904 

brb $bbttbF 5 tb fftfB BrafBBtB tt BfBft* ceet «fr 2372 

TTo fKo, WT, tfsTft- ^ftBftB SB — f<FTtT 24-8-1903 

5>bT TtT, B*Bf 69 IS : 2129-1962 
TrBfBB 38 q, (TOft 
xtr, trzrf- 28 ) 

TTfeor BT^TH B>B — C£B BT 608 

ffto, ¥TT*K -sY-MWiW IS ; 623-1963 foltT 22-2-1 964 
fw sbrTbtb (fa^rr) 


^frft l^y BEft % BBBpft ITEtft 3487 

f^T 0 , ^T 4PM divi 19 3—70—1964 

ftT, BET BTTB B° 6 fBEt 20fBBtsfk 
«FEfk-26 (fl^) 25fBBtBT*B — 

IS : 779-1968 


31-1- 1967 % 

$14 ^B BRlflT Tt 
RTfiRT fTBT BBT 

bt bb Tift frrf%r 
ft mt Tf btbt 

no i 

29-2-1968 T 
TEC B(J BT^iTB FB- 
Pkl fTBT BBT BT 
WB TBt fftfft % 
Tf BRT Birr | 

15-3-1967 % 

BIB B$ Br^FffT FB- 
fBT fTBT BBT BT 

m bb> ftrfft ft 

Tf BTBT BIT* I 

14- 9-1965 % 

BIB BtJ BTB#B 

TBfBB fTBT BBT 
BT BB Tift fftfft 
ft T? BTBT BE* I 

31-9-1989 % 

BTB B? BTffftB 
IBfftB fTBT BBT 
BT BB BBt fftfft 
ft T? BTBT BEJ I 

15- 8-1971 * 

BTB BBfftB I 


16-2-1967 % 

BTB B? BEtftB 
BBfBB fTBT BBT 
BT BB Bftt Rrfft 
ft K$ BTBT BTtf I 

15-9-1971 % 

BTB IBfBB 



3 430 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2, 1972/BHADRA 11, 1894 


[Part II— 
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10 

ftr BB /ftB— 100 9 

Bo ftfo •Trt) B7o, 4 

' BB31 BTbF< 6 % fftB 

0 $ Sfl 987 

31-8-1971 % 


9-2-1965 

mB BB? BfrBT, 

ftf srrf snr %*h— 

- 27-3-1965 

BTT wiPlB 



BjBBBI TIB B$ fewl 

IS : 434 ('BTB 





(4.14^4 : JTEft B^B 

1 22)— 1964 





fftHT fftfftfB, f^ET 










1 1 

ftY irtl/tTW-1155 

77BTBTB %BB 

BBBEftfB TTTTTfffT 

BB BT 3586 

31-10-1971 % 


15-10-1965 

fft°, b^tt (ttbwbtb) 

%BB ft) J BBftV-ft 

fftBTB 20-1 1-1965 

BIB W 




BTfrrt- 


Bft BTfBB BR 




IS : 434 (BTB 


fftBT BBT BT STB 




1 22)— 1964 


Biff fftfft ft 7^ 






B1BT BTB | 

12 

ftf Pb/bB-1 1 69 

^ftyftBTSTB ira^ 

ff BfftBBfftBB- 

JTB tit 410 

31-8-1971 ftr 


31-12-1 965. 

BifeTITBB 1 1 0, ?B- 

ftfB ftB ^°I — 

fftBfar 5-2-1966 

4TB PBfftB 1 




IS : 585-1961 





(Bo 5fo ) 




13 

ftl rrrr/tTTT-l 109 

BTST fftHT 

TlftffBI ft ftfl- ftft 

TB m 525 

31-5-1969 % 


18-1-1966 

5TTo ffto, FftBOtaBnBllB 

aft BTBlft % ft 

fBBfa 19-2-1966 

BTC ?B BT^ftft 



ft*, 'IIS fMI, B*Bf 

ii 9)1^4 — 


BB 04H< U I TB- 




IS : 1305-1963 

fftB fftBI BBT BT 






BB Tift fftfft ft 






BTBT BIft 1 

1 4 

ft! rntr/rnr- 12 0 7 

9FTT 'EBB' BTo fft°, 

TlftfftBfTB BTTBft % 

T[B° ftl° 8 5 1 

31-3-1969 % 


1 1-2-1966 

fftrS'TBTft, +VBT<ft 

{BIT % 

fftBftE 19-3-1966 

BTB E’T BTWB 



(BBTTT^) 

BIT — 


411 BBIeTB TBfftB 




IS: 280-1962 


%bt bbt «rr stb 






Biff fftfft ft T% BTBT 






BIT 1 

1 S 

4ft bb/bb- 15 8 9 

Tfair fftB ftfEPTBW, 5 

fKBBI ^ETRT (bibb 

<7B BT 284 

30-6-1971 % 


20-12-1967 

6/3, £pftB, 

f%EB) — 

fftBEF 20-1-1968 

BTCTBfft’T 1 



BTEBT BBTOITT 24- 

IS: 226-1969 





qTBBT (bObTbB 93 






BTB? 4B4BT-1 6) 




16 

ftt <t*T/'T'T- 15 9 0 

) ' 

BTBBT SETTB 

'TB B> 284 

30-8-1971 % 


20-12-1967 


(BTSTRB f%TB)~ 

- fBBtBJ 20-1-1968 

BTB EBfftB 1 




IS: 1977-1969 



1 7 

ftt BB/bB-1647 

fftBTB ftTSWB STTo 

BTBTfftfttB' BTBB'ftB 

TBTlt 1470 

31-8-1971 ftr 


5-3-1968 

fBo.gBTBBBT, BHEBrft 

BB 3B; - 

fifBlBT 2 7-4-1968 

BTB FBfftB 1 



(3^)i oTxC-60 

IS: 2567-1963 
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1 


18 4? 1HT/CJ5T- 1822 

28-10-1908 


19 4T liq/C(4-i9 35 
17-3-1969 


20 *ftcr^/q?T-21i: 

16-10-1969 


21 0^/05-21 1 3 

16-10-1969 


22 41 44/(rq-2U0 

31-10-1969 


>3 41 rTtr/rr^-233 1 

1 9- 6—1970 

> 1 4ft ITTr/^-2348 
19-6-1970 


>3 *ft ITJT/ | TPr-23 7 6 
27-7-1970 


4farr 4^4 4lf44 444. srfa'fT 41 fair 44 

6/8 Jffo r'tT, 1TH7- 7 FT 1,444 4? 

44 qjjqifl, 24 977I7TT m f^TqT — 

(qqqfaq 934415514, IS: 1029-1970 

4 49141- 1 6 

W4R ?it'T 45441 57414 (qrtJF 

RTH^irfr tit, 444 44 fa^q) — 

qrqf IS: 1 967-1969 


4774 •’'Tt^rrr frr7q' 474415^44 (47491 

(sp^W ft? (4T44- . fqq*r) — 
4744414414) IS: 226-1969 


4744T 5444 
(4FHF4 fq^4) — 
IS: 1977-1969 


n;in-£¥f^qq 4f44!74 4140^14 4T444f4 

41o , 7.34T, f5f47 #7ft4F4 44 44 — 

IS: l OS. 1-1962 


774 47 4 2 5 7 3 0-6-1 971 

f 44141 3 0-1 M 9 63 414 74f44 


44 4f 1 63 9 
fqqiqi 3-5-196 9 


oq 4T -184 9 
f44741 6-1 2-196 9 


r<4 4 to 484 9 
f447'4 6-12-1969 


n[4 4T 4849 
f4474l 6-12- 


9 69 


'4t 494 f fiRH'll 547 = 574 , 4f 44 41 444 

2/2 41 o 41 7" o rr^-o jrjfrr' 4T4T7- — 
ftS\ 4441 t 17-S 7 f IS: 561-1962 
'l7-fl475f4 tfw 444- 4T47F4414 qqf44- 


Y (7T3F4T4 ) 


q-fPl 44 qof — 

IS: 2569-1 963 


04 412 8 0 2 
f44t4 2 2—8—1970 

T74 4T 3 4 2 9 
fT4Tfl 24-1-1970 


ff '4TT4 r 475^2 rr 4 TTlH 1 4Z| 41T4f % fqq 

frtqT- 417444 37 o %o — 

N 4 

4(4414124 (^ 44 ) IS: 303-1 960 

[774f44 :414 ft?, 

41444 4144 2 1 , 414lT- 1 

($T4)] 


44 41 2109 

fqqfar 29-5-1971 


15-3-1 970 41 

4T4 54 41544 

94 4^1 71 7 u| 54 - 

Pld Pfiqi 7141 41 
44 qql fqfq 4 
414 1 4f4 | 

1 5-10-1 970 ffl 
4T4 54 41544 41 
44171741 7 : 4(44 

Pt44 441 41 44 
441 f4f4 4 T? 
444 4irr | 
15-10-1970 % 

4K 54 41544 

74 44h7TTTi pq-- 

Pl4 fT4T 441 41 
44 44t f4Pr 4 

44 4 Ml 414 I 

31-10-1970 % 

414 54 41444 

74 -741444 44P14 
414 f44T 7174 41 

44 '741 fdfq 4 
Y 414T 410, I 

31-5-1971 % 

4K 4^ 

30-6-1971 % 

414 54 41544 41 
42ft4i7>q 74 ^ 

fqi4T 7141 41 m 
4ifl fqfq Jr 7j 

4174 4T4 1 
31-7-1971 % 

414 Y. I 
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( 1 ) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


2 6 fft tnr/^-23 81 

31 — 7—1970 


2 7 #r q?r/cF *-2398 
31-3-1970 


28 ^/af?T-240 8 

1 1—9— 1970 


nj(F>TT arc 

ftfo, J>fu| «J\J| 5 1 -5, 

5 TTTB tfo 7, 

y*prf>R: tt^t) 

gTf^tlTT Obltd- 
?rffar, To^fr tr^sH 
Tprfr, 

4 : 283 

TJ 7 , 

WTcft i 5/ 7, 

xtot' rr?, Tfl^rsrnr 
(^rmr ) 


Tvriri % Harr Msm 

Wi- 

IS : 2052-1968 

HBTO 4 TffpT 
% ffni tfiTTf-iMM 

— 

IS: 2528-1963 


nl^ffT TFWfJiI 
^ — 

IS: 1310-1958 


Tn ?fr 2109 
29 - 5-1 971 


Eft 57 

fa-Trap 2 - 1-197 1 


'V* *fr 3349 
folPF 1 - 9-197 1 


15-8-1971 % 

WTT **rfxrT I 


15 - 9-1971 % 

^rry rs? 


15-9-1971 % 


[#C rfto mro fto/i 3 : 14 ] 


Net o Delhi 19 ih November 1971 

S.O.»4o3- -In pursuance of sub-regulation ^1) ot Regulation S of tha Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Regulations, 
19 j5 at amended from time to time, the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that twenty one licences, particulars ot which are 
given in the following Schedule, have been granted during the month of September 1971 authorising the licercees to use the Stand- 
ard Marks : 

The Schedule 


SI. 

No. 

Liecnce No. 
(CM/L-) 

Period ot Validity 

Prom To 

(X) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

1 

CM/L-2757 

1-9-1971 

16-9-1971 

J 5-9-1972 

2 

CM'L-2758 

7-9-1971 

16-9-1971 

1 5-9-1972 

3 

GM/L-Z759 

10-9-1971 

16-9-1971 

t 5-9-1972 

4 

CM/L-2760 

13-9-1971 

t6-9-X97i 

tS-9-1972 

5 

CM/L-2761 

13-9-1971 

T6-9-1971 

I5-9-I972 

6 

CM/L-2762 

13-9-1971 

16-9-1971 

15-9-1972 

7 

CM/L-2763 

13-9-1971 

I6-7-X971 

1 5-9-1972 

8 

CM/L-2764 

I3'9-I97i 

16-9-1971 

15-9-1972 

9 

CM/L-Z76J 

13-9-1971 

16-9-1971 

1 5-9-1972 


Name and Address ot the Licensee Article/Proccss covered by the 

Licence and the Relevant 
IS ; Daslgnation 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


Krishna Miners and Traders, 13, Indus- 
trial Area, Jaipur West, Jaipur (Raj- 
asthan) having their officeat 1 Gohlote 
Bhawan.Now Colony Road, Jaipur-i 
Multiples Agro Industries (Pvt.) Ltd, 
Plot No, 184/11 Sr u.Naroda Indus- 
tries Estate Naroda, Ahmedabada 
Ghii’s Private Limited, W/ 3, Industrial, 
Area, Yamuna Nagar 


BHC Dusting Powders 
IS : 561-1562. 


Aldrin Dusting Powders — 
IS : 1308-1958. 

Plywood tca-chost battens— 
IS : 10-1964, 


Allied Industrial Traders, j J-B, Wszir Single Barrel Strirrui- Pump— 
Hasan Road, Lucknow-i IS : 1971-1965. 

Bai) Nath Asharfi Lall, D. C. Road, Common Proofed Paulina (Tar- 
Ambala Cantt. paulins) — IS : 2089-1962. 

Jolly Steel Industrial Pvt. Ltd., 32, Nagar Structural Steel (Standard Qua- 
Road, Poon»-i4 hsvirg their office lity ) — , 
at 23, Bund Garden Road, Poona-I IS : 226-1969. 

Do. Structural Stse 1 (Ordinarv Quali- 

ty)— 

IS : 1977-1969. 

Luz Electrical (P) Ltd. 133, Baliaghata Luminairas for Street Lighting- 
Main Road, Calcutta-io (West Bengal), IS : 2149-1970. 
having their office at 30 Chittaranjan 
Avenue, Calcutta (West Bengal) 

Chemicals and Plastics India Ltd., Rigid Non-metallic Conducts for 
Raman Nagar, Mettur Dam-3. Salem Electrical Installations— 

Distt. (TamilNadu) having their Office TS 12509-1963, 
at 175(1 Mount Road, Madras-2 
(Tamil Nadu) 


Sec. 3 (ii )1 


THE GAZfeTtE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2 , 1972 /BHADRA 11 , 1894 


3433 



io CM/L-2766 

14-9-1971 


IT CM/L-2767 
16-9-1971 


12 CM/L-2768 

16-9-1971 


13 CM/L-2769 

16-9-1971 

14 CM/L-2770 

16-9-1971 


15 CM/L-2771 
16-9-1971 


16 CM/L-2772 

16-9-1971 

17 CM/L-2773 

16-9-1971 


18 CM/L-2774 
17-9-1971 


19 CM/L-2775 

17-9-1971 

20 CM/L-2776 

27-9-T97I 


21 CM/L-2777 

27-9-1971 


16-9-1971 15-9-1972 Indo-Japan Steals Limited, j/i, G. T. Cold Rolled Steel Strips (Box 

Road, Btlur, Howrah having their Strappings) — IS : 5872-1970. 

offica at 11, Govt, Place (East), Cal- 
cutta-!. 

16-9-1971 15-9.1972 Pilanat Breweries India Ltd, Arlem Unit, Becr-IS : 3865-1966. 

Arlcm Margao-Borim Road, Margao, 

Goa, having their Office at ’Ghowgule 
House’ Maimugao Harbour, Goa, 

16-9-1971 IJ-9-1972 Bangalore Pesticides Ltd, 10th Milestone BHC WaturJDispersiblc Powder 

Turnkur Road, Banguloro-22, having Concentrates— IS ; 562-1962, 
their office at 9-B, Palace Road, 

Bangalorc-iB 

16-S-1971 15-9-1972 Do. DDT Water Dispersible Powder 

Concentrates— IS : 565-1971 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 Bangalore Postlcidos Ltd,, loth Mile- Copper Oxychloride Water D.b- 

stone, Tumkur Road, Bangoloru-22, pcrsible Powder Concentrates 
having their office at 9-B, Palace Road, IS : 1507-1966. 

Bangalorc-iB. 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 Industrial Minerals & Chemicals Co. Thiometon Emulsifiablo Con- 

Pvt. Limited, Kurla-Marol Road, centratca— IS : 3905-1966. 
Chakala, Andheri, Bombay-58, hav- 
ing their office at i25,Narayan Dhru 
Street, Nagdevi, Bombay-3. 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 Do. Dichlorvos Emulsifiblo Concen- 

1 rates — IS : 5277-1969. 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 Angus Company Limited, P.O. Angus, (i) DW-FIour Jute Cloth — IS: 

Hooghly, having their officc|at 3 Clive 3966-1967. 

Row, Calcuita-i. (ti) DW-Flour Bags-IS : 3984- 

1967. 

1-10-1971 30-9-1972 Associated InBiriiinert Manufacturers Appatalus used in Le-’Chate- 

( India) Pvt. Ltd., 35, Najafgarh Rd„ leir' Test— IS : 5514-1969. 
Now Delhi-15, having their office at 
Sunlight Building, 26/27, Asuf Ali 
Road, New Delhi. 

1-IO-T971 30-9-1972 Ronald Engirecrs, 7/B, Kumar Dan ga Door Closers (Hydraulically Re- 

Road, CaIcmtB-46, gulatod)— IS : 3564-1966. 

' 1-TO-1971 30-9-1972 Ahmedabad Steel Craft & Rolling Mills, Rolled Steel Sectiors, F7B for 

Near Odhav Bus Stand, Ahmedabad- Doors, Windows, Ventilators 

21, having their office at Gupta IS : 1038-1968. 

Chambers near Bogcclia mills, out- 
side Sarangpur Gate, Sarangpur, 

Ahmedabad-2 ( Gujarat) 

1 I-10-1971 30-9-1972 Fort Glostcr Industries Ltd, (Unit- A-TwiR Jute Bags- IS : 1943- 

Ncw Mill)Fort Glost or (Distt. Howrah 1964. 

West Bengal having their office at 21, 

Strand Road, CalcuLta, 


[No. CMD/i3:n] 
S. K. SEN, 
Director General. 

Rf ft^ft, 19 RRRT, 1971 

2403 - — RRR JETT RT RKifk REEF RETT (RETTR fafRRR 1955, fafRRR 8 ^ 

RETIRE ( 1 ) % TEJETT RECffE REEF RETT ft EtT It EfvHjfEE 1%ET 'RTcTT | f% 2 1 RTTRR faE% 3Rtf ffj% R farr 

RTT RT^RRRTfcRf Tit REEF RR^t REEt RE EffEFTT tft f RtfET f%R RTT | : 


RT^R RWT 
(ift ^E/^-) 


( 2 ) 


lftt[RM -275 7 
1 — 9—197 1 


^SETT ft EEftT 
It IP 


16 - 9-1971 


15 - 9-1972 


RT^RRREft RTT RIR Rk RET 


( 5 ) 


fXOf RT^ 1T0T 12, 

tffRT, RRJT 
TfRR (TERETE!) 

( 4 idivld : R^vftfl ERR, 

fcj, TitwEft fry, reje-i) 


RT#E % RSftR RRJ 
RpWT RWREj/ 
RTCftq f'PTR 




tfR tft’fJRR RTRIT— 
IS: 561-1902 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


2 . qrr/C^r- 27 S 8 

7-9-1971 


3. ^tTrr/iTH-27 59 

10-9-1971 

4. tJTTr/cr^r— 2760 
13-9-1971 

5. Tfl tnr/t^T-27 61 

13-9-1971 

6 . Tft rrrr/tT^r -2762 

13-9-1971 


7 . ' ^^/q>T -2763 

13-9-1971 

8. ^fT trrr/cr^r- 27 64 

13-9-1971 


9. to/TO-2765 

13-9-1971 


10 ?ft^/iTH -2766 

14-9-1971 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 15-9-1971 TOTOYTO tT-tY n J r -JZ TOY TOTTY — 

(srio) fro ir» i 8 4/ IS: 1308-1958 

11 sftT 1 2,i TOir 

TTTT, TOST, *lf?H4MR-2 

15-9-1972 fff S3FJ£/3, TO Tt ^fbff % far* 

TTfVnr, TOTO TOT tT — 

IS: 10-1964 

15-91972 1*4 TO 4 TTT, TO ^TTTOY tot toto 

5 5-TT, Y^ftT fTO Tfy, TO TO — 

TOITO-l IS: 1971-1965 

15—9—1972 TSETET 51 ui TT?I HEY, aT ° TfY o TOTOTO 'TOhs % i'd Ri 
TlT, YTTOTO Y51 TO TO — 

IS: 2089-1962 

15-9-1972 TOY y€P=T 5TTo fao, YrTOYTO ^TOPT (RTTO 

3 2-TOT TO, <JTO-14, fcm) — 

TOTT TOT?TO 23, TO TOE IS: 226-1969 

TO, jto-i, Jr£ 

15-9-1972 „ TOTOTTOTtT (TO TOT 

fYTO) — 

IS: 1977-1969 

15-9-1972 TO (TOo) foo, YpTOTf % faTO TOTO — 

133, tfTOTTO TO TO, IS: 2149-1970 
TOTOTT— 10 (To ^TOTf), 

TTOT TErtrET 3 0 faYfC'TO 
ETO£, TOTOTT (lo TOTO) 

Jr I 

15-9-197 2 %fTOTTO TO TOfeTO fTO, fsrTOt TTOTTOT % 

TTO TOT, fc|T TOT-3, TOTO TOfTTO TOT 

totot froro (afro to^),— 

WtottoFto 175/1 tot 
TO, TOTTT-2 (cffTOTO?) 

15-9-1972 TOY-TOTO t€Ttt flfo, 5/], (TOTTt TOTOY % pTOj) 
ofTo tYo TYa, ^^T, fPTTO, 

?TOT YTOYTOT 1 1, Yji 
i ^YTT (^), TORTTTT-1 Jf 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 


yFtot — 

IS: 2509-1963 


toto 4?r Tfrorr sfY 

*i Iot-i d — 

IS: 5872-1970 


11 TfTrnr/TO -2767 
16-9-1971 


16-9-1971 15-9-1972 fT’TOT ^Ypfr5T ^FtoT F?o, fTOT — 

51TO ^fro, TOTTOTOY- jS: 3865-1966 

TOfTO TO, TOTTOlY, TOTO, 

ttot qrofro ttetot' 

RK^iml TOTIf, YTTO, 
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( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 


12 9 Y Tnr/iTsr -27 68 
16 - 9-1971 


13 . 4 t 44 / 94-2769 

16 - 9-1971 

14 . ?fY 44 / 44-2770 

16 - 9-1971 

‘ 15 . 4 ( 44 / 49-27 71 
16 - 9-1971 


16. 4t 04/49-2772 
16-9-1971 


17 -] 4 T 49 / 49-2773 
16 — 9—1971 


18 . 4 Y P*T/tT 5-2 7 74 
17 - 9-1971 


19 . ] tfT ^ 4/^-2775 

17 - 9-1971 

20 . ift 2 7 7 G 

27 - 9-1971 


] 6-9-1971 15-9-197 2 944k k€r9T5^9 fko, 10 9f 04 BY 44 

*ft 4 , TYT ( 944 k - 2 2 &4 — 

(ifTTOfao 9 -^Y, oJT 9 TT 4 , IS: 562-1962 

krak-i sft) 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 „ ^Y :#Y £Y 94 f94skft9 

%9 — 

IS: 565-1961 | 

1 6-9-1971 15-9-1972 „ OT4T 99 

f 94 # 4 t 9 Jr ^or : — 
IS: 1507-1966 


16 - 9-1971 


16 - 9-1971 


16 - 9-1971 


1 - 10-1971 


1 - 10-1971 


15 - 9-1972 


1 5 - 9-1972 


15 - 9-1972 


30 - 9-1972 


tTfk 09 ffpTC 4 T TTR 
%f4999 STTo f9o, 

^Y-iTtYtT Tt4, 449T, 
5T«NY, STRf-5 8, ^947 
OrToYTO 12 5, BTTm 4- 
t^Y 5 , him^ 4 Y, 4 ii-i(' 5 — 3 , 
4 | 


494 9U9?fY f9f959, ST4RT 
W, g99t, 1499 orrakro 
3, 99TT9 Tt, 49WT 1 4 | 


» > 'O 

ST o fan, 35, 
99 , T)9<I Tk, 4^ f'l t-'.-ll — 1 5, 
1999 9>T9?94 409T1<T 

f 4 fR 4 26 / 27 , 4 T 7 PE 44 Y 

Tk, 4 f f^ft Jr | 


4 l 4 tf 42 T 4 41444 t 4 44 
54 — 

IS: 3905-1966 


mwmkr omn -04 

^9 54 — 

IS: 5277-1969 

( l) % fair 4 fft 

H <d 44 9444 4 PT 4 T — 1 
IS: 3966-1967 
( 2 ) ^Y^fY 444 % 

% 9Tt — 

IS: 3984-1967 
9 T-V 1 IclfclT 7 ' 4 fYW 4 Jr 
444 t 4 % f 4 ir 39440 — 
IS: 5514-1969 


30 - 9-19 72 Tt 4 TR iRlfklY, 7 /sY, 
444 a ■‘IT ok, 99999—46 


iY 499 t 49 (59 f 49 - 

f 94 ) — 

IS: 3564-1966 


1 - 10-1971 30 - 9-1972 9595995 kk 9195 tray 

Ttfa4 f464, f494 4555 
94 kk 4945T9TT-21, 
4444 449Y49 t%34 f49T 
% <494 ^44 9 R^ Jr, 

4R44T 95 % 9T94, 4149- 
IT, 4545T9T5-2 (*]9- 

94 ) Jr | 


94-7 %T 5 T. 9 T 9 T, 
PsTpliirf, TY?T 45 T 4 Y 
% f 94 tf ^44 1444 
% TT 944 — 

IS: 1038-1968 
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( 1 ) (2) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) (6) 

21 . frR/ttR -2777 1 - 10-1971 ' 30 - 9-1972 q^RR Rft — 

27 - 9-1971 ^*0 ^ *Rt- IS: 1943-1964 

(l^IRT tJTCST) To 

Rffftl— ^U'td "t>I 4 TvlR 21 , 

< 1 5 , «titr| T'TI [— R ^ I 


[ro ift itr fV/i 3 :i i] 

t*R O % o 
Ri?Tfd*RT I 


(INDIAN STANDARDS INSTITUTION) 

New Delhi , the 17 th July 1972 

S. O. 2404. — —I11 pursuance of sub -regulation (4) of regulation 14 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) 
Regulation. 195s asamended subiiquently, the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifiesthat Certification Mutkt 
Licence No. C/VUL-2652 particulars of which are given below, has been cancelled with effect from 16 May 1972 due to the closure of tfie 
business: — 

The Schedule 


Licence No. and Date Name & Address of L ; cencc Articlc/process covered by the licence Relevant Indian Standard 

cancelled 


CM/L-2652 

30-3-1971 


Indian Oil Filtration Co., Gas-operated relays for pipe bore 50 mm IS : 3637 — 1966 Specification 
2, Church Lane, Calcutta-I. Brand : — "IOF” for gas operated relays. 


[No. CMD/55 : Z652CET)] 

M. V. PATANKAF, 

deputy director general. 


REPfT RWl) 

fit faeSft,’ I 7 RRTf , 1972 ] 

PTto Rt°f 2404 , — RRR rrr Tf RsftfRff Rl^cfTR EPEE R*R 1 (ffRIRR f^) faftRR, 1955 ^ 
ffffWT 1 4 % RfffafdRR ( 4) % RfHK RPcflR W RPRI ffTTr sqfsj^f^fT fT>RI REE § fr HR^R ROT Eto ER/OpT- 
2652 , fffE% fft% R ffE ff, RTTRRRTTt STTT Et *Tt ^ ^ tfiTTR 16 Rf, 1972 fffffl ffRT 

£ : 

RffRJsft 

W Rtf ffffff RT^RRRTfr TT RTR sftr RET Tg fort rpj cRROTlft RlTcftE REEF 

R EfOT 


fft tTR /bfff — 265 2 
30 - 3-1971 


^f%RR ETffvT u|ff ffi 0 , 

2 , 

TnffOTf — 1 


50 r+t+fl WI qi?l 9 T 5 R % fy|o 
ftf RTfRR — 

REfif : — 'Elf Rt TL’ 


IS: 3637-1966 RE 
RTfRrT ^ fffftlftff 


[tfo fftrrR^/55:2652(7^V)] 


trRo^fVo qiHftipT, 
t 3 Tj rrr§TpT%RIRf [l 
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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 22nd June 1972 

S.O. 2405. — Ii\ pursuance of Section 108 of the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951 (49 of 1051) the 

Election Commission hereby publishes the Order, pro- 
nounced on the 7th December, 1971 bv the High Court 
of Mysore at Bangalore in Election Petition No. 1 of 
1971. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OP MYSORE AT 
BANGALORE 

Dated the 7th day of December. 1971 

BEFORE THE HON’BLE MR, JUSTICE 
E. S. VENKATARAMIAH. 

Election Petition No. 1/1971 
Between 

Rachappa Gangaopa Wali, aged 48 years, residing 
at 54. Club Road, Hubli. — Petitioner. 

Sri S. C. Javali. 

Sri C. N. Kamath. 

(By Sri S. B. Chandrashekhar) 

Sri R, Venkateswara Rao and Sml. Bhnrathi R, 
Rao. 

and 

1. Smt. Sarojini Bindurao Mahishi, Ramanagor, 

Dharwar, at present residinp of Drihi as 
Deputy Minister for Civil Aviation & Tourism, 
Government of India, 

2. The Chief Election Commissioner of India, New 

Delhi. 

3. The Chief Electoral Officer, G.O.M., High 

Grounds, Bangalore-1. 

4. The Returning Officer. Parliamentary Consti- 

tuency, Dharwar North, Dharwar, 

5. S. P. Sirur, c/o Krishna Bhavan, Hubli.— Res- 

pondents. 

Sri R. M. Patil, Sri V. II, Ron, Sri L. G. Havanur. 
Sri P. G. C. Chengappa and Smt. Malini 
Mahishi for respondent No. 1. 

By Sri S. G. Sundaraswamy and Sri P. R. Srini- 
vasan for respondent No. 2. 

By Sri B. K. Ramachandra Rao, Additional Govern- 
ment Advocate, for respondents Nos. 3 and 4. 

Election Petition filed bv the netltioner under sec- 
tion 81 r/w section 100 of the Representation of I he 
People Act, 1951, challenging the election of the Res- 
pondent No. 1 to the House of the People from Dhar- 
wnr North Parliamentary constituency in the Mid 
term Elections held in the month of March. 1971, and 
seeking an order that (1) the election of the returned 
candidate respondent No. 1 is void and her election 
is set aside; (ii) the respondent No. 1 is guilty of 
corrupt practice within the meaning of Section 123 of 
R.P. Act, 1971; (iii) this petitioner is declared as 
having been duly elected; (iv) this petition is allowed 
with costs, and (v) for such other reliefs as may be 
deemed fit and proper under the circumstances of the 
case. 

This Election Petition coming on for trial on 13th, 
14th, 15th, 16th, 20t,h, 21st and 30th days of Septem- 

ber. 1971, 4th, 5th, flth, 7th: 11th 12th 13th 14th' 
21st; 25th; 1 26t.h and 28th days of October, 1971, and 
2nd, 3rd , 4th, 9th, 9th. 10th; 15th: 16th: 17th; 

18th, 22nd, 23rd, 29th and 30th days of November, 1971 
in the presence of Sri S. C. Javali. Sri C. N. Kamath. 
Sri S. B. Chandrashekhar, Sri R. Venkateswara Rao 
and Smt Bharati R. Rao, advocates for the petitioner 
and Sri R. M. Patil. Sri V. IT. Ron. Sri L. G. Hava- 
nur. Sri P. G. C. Changappa, and Srimathi Malini 
Mahishi, Advocates for respondent No. 1, Sri S. G. 
Sundaraswamy and Sri P. R, Srinivasan, Advocates 


for respondent No. 2, Sri B. K. Ramachandra Rao, 
Additional Government Advocate, advocate for res- 
pondents Nos. 3 and 4, and this Election Petition 
having stood over for consideration, the Court deli- 
vered the following judgment this 7th day of Decem- 
ber, 1971. 

JUDGMENi 

The petitioner who was a candidate at the election 
held in the month of March, 1971, for Lok Sahha from 
Dharwar North Constituency in Mysore State, has 
filed the above petition under section 81 of the Re- 
presentation of People Act, 1951, (hereinafter referr- 
ed to as the Act) calling in question the election of 
respondent-1 to Lok Sabha from the said constituency 
at the said election. Respondent — 5 was another 
candidate who contested the said election. Respon- 
dent 2 is the Chief Election Commissioner of India. 
Respondent — 3 is the Chief Electoral Officer in the 
State of Mysore. Respondent— 4 is the Returning 
Officer of Dharwar North Lok Sabha Constituency. 

The grounds urged in the petition among others for 
declaring the election of respondent — 1 to Lok Sabha 
as void were tho following: 

(1) That the election of respondent — 1 was void for 
the reason that votes recorded on spurious and non 
genuine ballot papers had been counted in her favour. 
According to the petitioner at the time of counting 
of votes it was noticed that tho voting marks placed 
on the election symbol ‘Calf and Cow’ which had been 
assigned to respondent — 1 were found in a large num- 
ber of ballot papers at the same point in all those 
ballot papers; that the colour of those marks appear- 
ed to be brighter than the marks on other ballot 
papers and somewhat shining. It was urged that the 
rubber stamping on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ appear- 
ed to have been done in many of the ballot papers 
more than once and that was a matter of surprise to 
the petitioner. It was also urged that in a large num- 
ber of ballot, papers no voting marks at all were found 
any where and they were declared as invalid ones. 
The petitioner and his agents did not know the reason 
for the existence of such features in many of the 
ballot papers. Thereafter, On further consideration, 
the petitioner felt that the rubber stamping on large 
number of ballot papers referred to above could not 
have been made by human hand but must have been 
mftde by a mechanical process. The petitioner also 
felt that there must have been a preplanned scheme 
and that some fraud had been committed in order to 
secure the success of respondent — 1. According to 
the allegations in the petition, the petitioner had 
reason to believe that certain appreciable percentage 
of ballot papers which were printed at Bangalore had 
been removed to Delhi and they were chemically 
treated at Delhi or that they were altogether removed 
and replaced by another set of chemically treated 
papers. It was urged that the obiect of chemically 
treating the ballot papers was to see that any voting 
mark made at the polling station on the symbols other 
than the symbol ‘calf and cow’ by the voters should 
disappear by the time the ballot papers were taken 
up for counting and that on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ 
u certain mark made with a mechanical process ap- 
pearing to be similar to the mark made by the voters 
in the polling station, which was invisible at the time 
when the ballot papers were issued to the voters in 
the polling station, should appear at the time they 
were taken up for counting. In other words the peti- 
tioner’s case on this point was that on account of the 
chemical treatment of the ballot papers, votes which 
had been validlv cast in favour of candidates other 
than respondent — 1 could not be counted in their 
favour because they had disappeared by the time the 
ballot papers were taken up for counting and that 
the appearance of marks which were invisible at the 
time when the ballot papers were issued at the poll- 
ing station, was responsible for counting those ballot 
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papers in favour of respondent — 1. It was specifi- 
cally urged that the treatment of ballot papers to 
achieve ihe above result could be made by using 15 
er cent solution of stabilised sodium chlorite (Na Cl 
2 ) and by drying the paper at low temperature. 
When such a paper was stamped after a couple of 
days of storing with methyl violet based stumping ink, 
the mark would gradually weur out within a period 
of 24 to 48 hours. Thus at the end of that period, 

there would not be any mark at all on suen paper. 

It was also urged that it was possible to 

make an invisible mark made by using 5 per 
cent solution of silver nitrate (Ag NO ; ,'i 
and 0,2 per cent indigopol pink T.R. extra 

on such paper visible after some time. It was stated 

that by using ultra violet light in a dark room, it was 
possible to detect bleached impressions of rubber 
stamps and there were other methods by which the 
fact whether a ballot paper was chemically treated or 
not could be detected. It was urged that these ballot 
papers were chemically treated as a part of a pre- 
planned scheme in order to see that candidates be- 
longing to Congress (R) purty to which respondent--- 
1 belonged succeeded in the election and in doing 
so the Election Commission had also colluded or con 
nived. It was, therefore, urged that the election of 
respondent — 1 was liable to be set aside on that ac- 
count. * 

(2) That the amendment of Rule 58 of the Conduct 
of Election Rules (hereinafter referred to as the 
Rules) as it stands today was done with the object 
of helping candidates belonging to Congress (R) party 
and that the said Rule was ultra vires. 

(3) That the allotment of the symbol ‘calf and 
cow’ to Congress (R) party amounted to a corrupt 
practice. It was urged that the symbol 'calf and cow’ 
was a religious symbol, for a large majority of the 
Indian Population, namely, Hindus considered ‘cow’ 
as a sacred animal, 

(4) That respondent — 1, in the course of the elec- 
tion propaganda canvassed on communal lines by a 
systematic appeal to the voters on the basis of caste 
and religion. A large number of workers who worked 
on behalf of respondent — 1 also canvassed on com- 
munal lines. It was, therefore, urged that respon- 
dent — 1 was guilty of corrupt practice under section 
123(3) of the Act. 

Respondent — 1 in her written statement denied all 
the allegations which had been made in the election 
petition. She pleaded that the ballot papers hod not 
been chemically treated as alleged by the petitioner: 
that Rule 56 of the Rules was valid and it had been 
duly framed; that the symbol ‘calf and cow’ was not 
a religious symbol; that neither she nor any of her 
agents or workers appealed to voters on communal 
lines, and that the Election Commission had nor con- 
nived or colluded with Congress (R) party in order 
to secure the success of the members of that party 
at the last Lok Sabha elections. It was ilso pleaded 
by respondent — 1 that the election petition had not 
been properly presented and that the petition was 
not maintainable since the copy of the petition served 
on the first respondent had not been duly attested. 

Respondent — 2 denied in the written statement that 
the ballot papers had been chemically treated as al- 
leged by the petitioner. He pleaded that he was not 
in any way a party to the alleged fraud said to have 
been committed with the obiect of securing the suc- 
cess of respondent — 1 and her party at the T.ok 
Sabha elections. It was pleaded that he was not a 
necessary party to the petitjob. Similarly respon- 
dents 3 and 4 have also denied the allegations in the 
petition. They have stated that the ballot papers 
were got printed in accordance with the instructions 
received hv them from the Election Commission of 
Indie and that the ballot papers were despatched to 
the Returning Officer immediately after they were so 
printed. The allegation that a number of ballot 


papers were removed from the printing press to some 
other place for the purpose of treating them chemical- 
ly, was also denied by them. It was also stated that 
there wa K neither time nor opportunity to remove the 
ballot papers to some other place for the purpose of 
chemical treatment. 

Respondent— 5 has been placed exparte. 

On the basis of the aforesaid pleadings, the follow- 
ing issues were framed on 13th August, 1971: 

1. ( a 1 Whether the petitioner proves that the 
rubber stamping on the symbol of ‘cow and 
calf’ on largo number of ballot papers usod 
in tbe election had been made by a mecha- 
nical process on chemically treated ballot 
papers and not by voters? 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves that an ap- 
preciable percentage of ballot papers were 
removed from Bangalore to New Delhi before 
the election and that the ballot papers so 
removed to New Delhi were brought back 
after subjecting them to chemical treatment 
to be used in the election? 

(c) Whether the petitioner proves that a corrupt 
practice has been committed and that the 
result of the election is materially affected 
or is otherwise vitiated in the event of find- 
ings on Issues I (a) and (b) being in the 
affirmative? 

(deleted on 9-11-71) 

[II. (a) Whether the symbol ‘cow and calf’ is a 
religious symbol? 

(b) Whether the allotment of ’cow and naif’ to res- 
pondent — 1 r mounts to corrupt practice in law? 

(c) Whether the result of the election is materially 
affected by such allotment, in the event of such allot- 
ment being held as a corrupt practice? 

(d) Whether the validity of the election can be call- 
ed in question in an election petition on the ground 
referred to in Issue II (b) above?] 

(deleted on 9-11-71) 

[III. (a) Whether the validity of amendment of 
Rule 56 of the Conduct of Election Rules can be call- 
ed in question in an election petition? 

(b> If the validity of amendment of Rule 56 can be 
called in questior . i an elect 1 on petition, whether the 
amended Rule 5f 1 ultra vii ss? 

(e) If Rule 56 1" ultra vims, whether the result of 
the election is mati-riallv affected?] 

(de ! - ted on 30-11-71) 

[IV. (a) Whether respondent — 1 appealed to voters 
in the course of her election campaign on the basis of 
community, crste_ and religion? 

(h) Whether the petitioner proves any act referred 
to jn Issue TV (a) on the part of respondent 1 or any 
of her agent or agents or by any other person or per- 
sons working for her or in furtherance of her prospects 
at the election? 

V. Whether any of the alleged corrupt practices was 
committed with the connivance or consent or with the 
knowledge of respondent — 1? 

VI. (a) Whether the names of any voters were 
removed from the electoral rolls in violation of the 
Rules? 

(b) Even if it is so, whether such removal can 
form a ground of attack in an election petition? 

(c) Whether the result of the election was material- 
ly affected on account of such removal?]. 
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(deleted on 9-11-71) 

[VII. Whether respondent — 2 is a necessary party 
to the election petition? 

VIII. Whether the election petition is not properly 
presented before the Court? 

IX. Whether the petition is not maintainable on ac- 
count of non-attestation of the copy of the election 
petition furnished to the respondents? 

X. What order is to be passed on the election peti- 
tion?]. 

(deleted on 30-11-71) 

On 9th November, 1971 the counsel for the petitioner 
submitted that he would not press the ground cover- 
ed by Issues II (a) to (d), IV (a) and (b), V and VI 
(a) to (ci and on 30th November, 1971 he submitted 
that he would not press issues Numbers III (a), (b) 
and (c). Sri R. M. Patil, the learned counsel tor 
respondent — 1 submitted on 30fh November, 1971 
that he would not press the grounds covered by Issues 
VIII and IX. The resulting position is that only issue 
I (a), (b) and (c), VI and X survive for decision in 
this case. 

Issues I (a), (6) and (c): 

The above issues relate to the allegation of the peti- 
tioner that a substantial number of ballot papers were 
chemically treated with the object of securing the 
success of respondent — 1. Even though the petition 
is silent regarding the name of the chemical used and 
the method of treatment of ballot papers with thu 
chemical, there is an averment that certain experi- 
ments said to have been conducted had shown that 
when a paper was treated with sodium chlorite solu- 
tion it acquired the characteristic of causing disappear- 
ance of mark made with ink which was used at the 
polling station for ink pads at a subsequent stage and 
making a mark placed with the help of 5 per cent 
solution of silver nitrate (Ag NO ;l ) which was in- 
visible when the mark was made visible at a later 
stage, It is urged that as a result of such chemical 
treatment and the printing of invisible marks on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow' on about 30 to 35 per cent of 
the ballot papers, the mark made by voters at the 
polling station with the help of Nores ink or any 
other ink, disappeared and the invisible marks placed 
on the symbol xalf and cow' which was the symbol 
of respondent — 1 became visible by the time the ballot 
papers wore taken up for counting. It is pleaded 
that all those papers which had the mechanically 
printed marks on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ were 
counted as valid votes in favour of respondent — -1, 
and, therefore, respondent — 1 got about 30 to 35 per 
cent of the total number of votes polled even though 
the voters had not given their votes in her favour. 

It may be mentioned here that the date on which 
the ballot papers were chemically treated has not 
been furnished in the petition. Sri R. Venkateshw ara 
Rao, the learned counsel for the petitioner, however 
submitted that as can be gathered from the allegu 
tions made in the petition, the case of the petitioner 
was that the ballot papers were chemically treated 
sometime after they were printed at the Government 
Central Press, Bangalore, and before they were deli- 
vered to the authorised representative of the Relum- 
ing Officer to be carried to the constituency in ques- 
tion. If that is so, it may be taken that the case of 
the petitioner is tliaL the ballot papers must have 
been chemically treated sometime between 12th Feb- 
ruary, 1971 and 19th February, 1971. The necessary 
inference which follows from the above allegations is 
that the ballot papers were treated with a chemical 
of a specified concentration or quality so that the in- 
visible marks alleged to have been made on the sym- 
bol ‘calf and cow’ which were not visible bv the poll- 
ing date should become visible on March 10, 1971, 
which was the date of counting and the marks made 
by the voters on the polling day disappeared by March 
10 , 1971 . 


The evidence on this point consists of (i) the oral 
evidence of some persons who were present at the 
time of cOLinUiig; (ii) oral evidence of M. M, Kulkarni 
( 1 J W. 2 in E. P. 2/71) and Dr. R. O, P. Dharmarah 
(JEW. 6 in E. P, 2/71) who were examined as experLs 
and whose evidence is treateu as common evidence by 
consent of parties m E P. 1 to 4 and 0 ot 1971 (iil) 
the oral evidence ui P. 1. Jacob (RW. 2 in E.P. 3/71), 
K. G. Gowda, RW. 1 in E. P. 2/71. M, S. Hirannuiuh, 
R. W. 2 in E. P, 2/71; M. A. Arham, RW. 3 in E. P. 
2/71, Allabaksh Imam Hasan, R, W. 4 in E.P. 2/71; 
M, L. Ramanna, RW. 5 in E. P. 2/71 (‘the evidence of 
all these witnesses is treated by consent of parties 
as common evidence in E. Ps. 1 to 4 and 0 of 1971) 
and S. S. Patil, RW. 1 in this case, and the documents 
marked through these witnesses and (iv) the result 
of inspection and scrutiny of certain unused and used 
balloL papers pertaining to the election in question. 

P.W. 1 N. J. Desai is an advocate by profession. He 
acted as a counting agent on behalf of the petitioner. 
His evidence is that at the time of counting of votes 
he noticed some peculiar features about the voting 
marks on majority of ballot papers. He states that 
the voting marks in those ballot papers appeared to be 
printed marks and all those marks were at the same 
place on the svmbol ‘calf and cow’ in ail such ballot 
papers. These feulures, according to this witness 
aroused his suspicion and the said peculiar features 
were noticed by him in a large majority of ballot 
papers. He has admitted that he did not raise any 
objection before the Counting Officer or the Return- 
ing Officer regarding the genuineness of the said 
ballot papers and also for counting them as valid votes 
in favour of respondent — 1. The witness knew the 
grounds on which the ballot papers could be rejected 
in law. He has stated that he discussed about the 
said peculiarities with other counting agents of the 
petitioner, P.W. 2 is Benkappa of Gadagbetagcri. He 
is a trader by profession. He too acted as a count- 
ing agent of the petitioner at the last election. His 
evidence is almost similar to the evidence of P,W. 1. 
He has stated that he found in a large number of 
ballot papers the voting marks on the symbol ‘calf 
and cow’ which had been assigned to respondent — 1 
were at the same point in majority of ballot papers 
and that the colour of those marks was brighter than 
the marks on other ballot papers and that lho.se ballot 
papers about which he got suspicion were shining and 
whiter than the rest of the ballot papers. He too did 
not raise any objection before the Returning Officer 
although he has stated that the matter was discussed 
amongst the petitioner and the other counting agents 
on March 10, 1971. P.W. 3 is S. V. Shettaig who was 
also one of the counting agents of the petitioner, but 
he had been asked by the petitioner to sit near the 
Returning Officer’s table where no counting was going 
on. He was at that table to keep watch over the 
orders passed on rejected ballot papers by the Return- 
ing Officer on disputed ballot papers and to note down 
the number of votes secured by the candidates as the 
counting was in progress. He has stated that he 
used to go round whenever lie had no work at the 
Returning Officer’s table to verify Lhe trend of voting 
and while doing so lie noticed that in the trays in 
which the ballot papers of respondent —1 wepe being 
placed a large majority of ballot papers having 
certain characteristics, namely, that the voting marks 
on those ballot papers were on the symbol ‘calf and 
cow’ al a particular place and those marks appeared 
to be printed marks and according to this witness 
those marks were shining. He also stated that the 
matter was discussed amongst the petitioner and tho 
other counting agents. He has admitted that this 
question was not raised by him before the Returning 
Officer. According to this witness, it did not occur 
to him that he should raise objection to those ballot 
papers in which he found those peculiar features be- 
cause he thought that he could not raise objections on 
that ground nor did he ask the petitioner to raise any 
objection. The witness does not know whether the 
petitioner raised any objection to those ballot papers. 
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tPART II— 


The next witness examined on behalf of the peti- 
tioner is the petitioner himself. The petitioner is 
examined as P.W. 4 in the case. According to his 
evidence, he was present at the counting hall on both 
days on which the counting took place, namely 10th 
and 11th of March, 1971 and at the time of counting 
he observed some distinct features in a large majority 
of ballot papers in which votes had been cast in 
favour of respondent — 1. The said ballot papers ap- 
peared to be whiter than the rest of the ballot papers 
in colour and appeared to have been subjected to 
extra bleaching. In those ballot papers the voting 
marks had been placed on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ 
at the same place and those ballot papers were 
slightly smoother than the other papers and he did 
not raise objection before the Returning Officer in 
regard to those papers because he wanted furLher con- 
firmation about his suspicion. On seeing those 
papers the petitioner felt that the same must have 
been treated chemically. He has stated that he dis- 
cussed the said matter with some of his friends and 
later came to know that it was possible by chemical 
treatment to produce such peculiar features. The 
petitioner after examining about 7,000 unused ballot 
papers and about 1,560 used ballot papers pertaining 
to the election in question stated that in about 40 per- 
cent of those ballot paper’s the voting marks were on 
the symbol 'calf and cow’ at the identical place. When 
he was asked to substantiate the above statement, he 
took out some ballot papers which had been used at 
the election and classified them into live categories 
A to E and later on stated that it was not possible for 
him to state by looking at the ballot papers whether 
any of them was whiter than the other ballot papers 
and/or smoother than any other ballot papers. He 
admitted that by visual examination he '-ould not 
pick out any ballot paper which had been chemically 
treated from the 8,500 ballot papers (both used and 
unused). Before making the above statement, the 
witness had scrutinised the ballot papers for over a 
period of two and half hours, He admitted in cross- 
examination that the ballot papers which he had ins- 
pected were genuine ones and he could not pick out 
even one ballot paper from the ballot papers he had 
Inspected containing a voting mark not made with 
the help of the instrument provided at the polling 
station but by means of some other mechanical means. 
He admitted that the position of the points of the 
arrow marks found in the voting marks varied from 
one ballot paper to the other. On further scrutiny 
he stated that voting marks in the ballot papers in 
each of the five categories into which he had classified 
them, did not appear to be at the identical place in all 
of them. He had to admit on inspection or the ballot 
papers that the voting marks were at different places 
in the column in which the symbol ‘calf and cow’ ap- 
peared. 

The petitioner further admitted in the course of his 
evidence that he did not make any other enquiry or 
investigation about the truth of the allegation that 
the ballot papers had been chemically treated. He 
could not say when the ballot papers were taken from 
Bangalore to New Delhi as alleged in para 13 of the 
petition and where, when and by whom the ballot 
papers were chemically treated and what chemical 
was used for the treatment. He could also give no 
information about the person who conceived the 
preplanned scheme to play fraud at the election as 
alleged by him. Apart from whatever he had stated 
already in examination-in-Chief he could not give 
further particulars of the alleged fraud. He could not 
also give the details of the mechanical stamping of 
ballot papers, He told the court that except the ballot 
papers which had been produced before the Court for 
inspection, he had no other evidence to prove the alle- 
gations made in paragraphs 11 to 13 of the petition. He 
admitted that he made no other enquiry regarding the 
truth or otherwise of the allegations that the ballot 
papers had been chemically treated. 

The uniform version of the above witnesses P.Ws. 

1 to 4 Is that on 10th March 1971 On Which date 


thov aif nlr h S ?f C ? d Wlthin about two hours 
h , L noticed that a large number of spurious 

hi !i^n P f rS ° r ballot papers containing marks made 
by an instrument other than the one provided at 
polling stations were being counted as valid ballot 
papers m favour of Respondent-1. Later on ail of 
, h ™ discussed about it m the course of the day, but 
still did not raise any objection before the Returning 
C fflcoi or the Counting Officers in regard to the name. 
It may be remembered that the counting took place 
on the following day also. They all admit that they 
were aware of the rule which required the Returning 
Officer to reject the ballot papers which were spuriou! 
or which contained marks made by instruments 
other than the one provided at the polling station. 
The conduct of these witnesses in not raising objee- 
Lion.s in regard to tbe peculiarities they observed, does 
not appear to bo in conformity with the ordinary con- 
duct of persons who are faced with such a situation, 
The reason given by the petitioner that he wanted 
to verify tbe matter before raising an objection 
appears to be an afterthought. The further evidence 
of the petitioner in the above case is that he did not 
make any attempt to verify whether the suspicion he 
had about the ballot papers was true or not. No 
enquiry has been made by the petitioner about the 
truth or otherwise of the matter. The petitioner has 
stated that he read some articles published in some 
periodicals after the Lok Sabha elections dealing 
with the possibility of chemical treatment. 


The petitioner also -relied upon the evidence of 
M. M. Kulkarni, P.W. 2 in E.P. 2/1971 whose evidence 
is marked as Exhibit P-1 in this case and Dr O. P. 
Dharmarah, P.W. 6 in E.P.2/1971 whose evidence has 
also been marked as Exhibit P-2 in this case as ex- 
pert witnesses. Their evidence as already stated 
is treated as common evidence in all the petitions 
E.P.l to 4 and 6 of 1971. They were examined In 
support of the above allegation regarding chemical 
treatment of ballot papers. M. M. Kulkarni is a 
person who holds a degree in Engineering. Admit- 
tedly he does not possess any high qualification in 
Chemistry. The extent of his knowledge of Chemis- 
try could only be what he might have studied as an 
allied subject in the school and in the course of his 
engineering study, He however claims that he had 
occasion to study the science of invisible inks while 
he was serving in the British Territorial Army and 
that he had conducted eperiments after the last Lok 
Sabha elections on invisible inks. Be that as it may, 
the question for consideration is what value should 
be attached to his evidence, 


M. M. Kulkarni was the election agent of Naval 
Tata who contested from one of the Bombay Lok 
Sabha Constituencies at the last Lok Sabha elections. 
Naval Tata was defeated in the election. Kulkarni 
who was disappointed at the result of that election 
developed suspicion about the ballot papers and 
started conducting experiments to find out whether 
it was possible to treat the ballot papers chemically 
to achieve the desired result. He appears to have 
given demonstration before the members of the All 
India Congress (O) who did not fare well at the last 
Lok Sabha elections. A reading of the deposition of 
Kulkarni left me with the impression that he was not 
a disinterested witness. That however is not the 
real factor which has led me to feel that his evidence 
is of no use to the petitioner, There are however 
other more weighty reasons to come to that conclu* 
slon, 


In the course of his evidence 
nethods of detection of the fact 
laper was cherrlically treated 
)ne of the methods according 
lira violet rays were hiade to 
rSated papel, Wheh it Was 


he stated that the 
whether a particular 
or hot Were many, 
to hifh Was that if 
fall on a chemically 
treated With sodiuih 
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chlorite, the treated paper would appear glowing 
white m colour wim nuorescence and ji an urureateu 
paper was seen under ultra vioiet rays, it wou»u 
nave ctuit Blue colour, tie turiner stated that when 
he conducted experiments on paper with tne heip 
oi diazo compound he murtu tnai the treated paper 
appeared to be violet in evLur whereas tne untreated 
appeared white. Aceormng to mm there were sonm 
other metnoas of uriccUon vritu the nelp of nura 
red rays, X-rays, etc. fie aiso Stated that ix a treated 
paper and an untreated paper were immersed in a 
solvent whicn would dissolve the particular chemical, 
the composition oi tne solvent after sucn immersion 
would oe different. He stated that a mark made 
with the help of Koi.es inn (methyl violet whicn is 
being used in ink pads; would disappear if the 
paper had been treated before such marknig with 
sodium chrurite or sodium hypochlorite on account 
of decolouration. Tne tune taken for the mark to 
disappear, according to the witness, depended on 
the concentration oi the cnemicai used and the qua- 
lity of paper which was treated. To a question put 
by the court, the witness answered that once a mark 
made by an invisible ink became visible on a treated 
paper, it would continue to be visible for an inda- 
limte period unless the paper was again subject to 
another chemical treatment. He stated that such a 
mark would be visible at least for a period of one 
year. He stated that certain marks which would be 
invisible to the naked eye would be visible in some 
cases when tney were looked at under ultra violet 
rays. According to the witness as could differentiate 
treated papers from uncreated papers either by 
visual inspection or by conducting experiment or 
with the heip of an instrument with whicn ultra violet 
rays could be made to fall on paper even without 
touching the paper. The above evidence was given 
on September 20, 1971 and tne further examination 

of this witness was postponed to October 4, 1971. 

On October 5, 1971, 1 made an order that the Re- 

turning Officer, should produce before the court the 
unused ballot papers for purposes of inspection and 
scrutiny in this case. The unused bailot papers re- 
lating to the constituency with which we are concerned 
in this case and five other Eok Sabha Constituencies 
in Mysore State were scrutinised by the witness. Re- 
fore those ballot papers were scrutinised, the witness 
was asked by the court whether lie was m 

a position to state whether the ballot papers 

were chemically treated or not ii bailot papers 
printed for tne purpose of election in the month 
of March 1971 were taken out from the box and shown 
to him. His answer to that question was that it was 
possible for him to find out either with the ultra violet 
rays or by some other method and that he was ready 
on that day with the necessary equipment to examine 
the ballot papers with the ultra violet rays. On October 
7, 1971 alter carefully examining about 6,035 ballot 
papers pertaining to Mysore Lok Sabha Constituency 
(the election from that Constituency is questioned » 
E.P. 6 of 1971) the witness stated that by passing ultra 


violet rays on a paper it was not possible for him to 
say whether the paper had been treated with sodium 
chlorite or not. He further stated to find out with 
the ultra violet rays whether a piece of paper was 
treated with any chemical or not, it would be neces- 
sary to have the untreated paper of the same kind 
and quality. He stated that even when both treated 
and untreated papers are viewed under ultra violet 
rays, he could only say whether any paper had been 
treated or not, but could not say whether it was treated 
with sodium chlorite or not. He further stated that 
by passing ultra violet rays he could say that the paper 
had been treated with some chemical and could not 
say whether the chemical used is a bleaching agent 
or not. Later on he stated that by passing ultra violet 
rays on a paper which was treated, he could not say 
even though he was given the sample of the paper, 
whether the paper had been treated with a paiticular 


chemical. This answer of the witness is at variance 
wun ms statemel m his evidence which ne gave on 
September 20, 1971, namely, '“method No. 1 when ultra 
vioiet rays are made to tali on a chemically treated 
paper, wnen it is treated with sodium cnlonte of the 
type on which Exhibits P-1 and P-2 are printed, the 
treated paper wiii appear glowing white in colour with 
flouresceiice. Similarly if ultra violet rays are made 
to xaii on tlie untreated paper it will have dull blue 
colour. 1 The witness gave a different version after 
examining the unused ballot papers because he was 
not aole to say that any of those papers was treated 
witn sodium enlorile. As already stated this witness 
was a person who was interested in making out a case 
that in the last Lok Sabha elections held in India the 
ballot papers that were used had been chemically trea- 
ted in order to see that the members of Congress (R) 
party returned to Lok Sabha in large numbers. The 
witness further stated at the end of his deposition on 
October 7, 1971 “that the colour of the paper varies under 
Ultra vioiet rays from one piece of paper to another 
piece oi' paper even when it is taken out from the same 
stock if there is variation in the deposit on the paper 
of the chemical used for bleaching purposes in the 
paper factory.” In his deposition, on 12th October, 
1971 the witness stated that he had seen in all about 
35,000 unused ballot papers relating to Election peti- 
tions 1 to 6 of 1971 and he could not say without 
resorting to some other chemical test whether any of 
them was treated with sodium chlorite or any other 
particular chemical. He had seen hundreds of those 
oallot papers under ultra violet rays and he was not 
in a position to say whether any of them had been 
treated with sodium chlorite or not. lie further stated 
tnat it was not possible to say whether a paper is 
treated with sodium chlorite or not by passing ultra 
violet rays on it. He further admitted that he did 
not find any voting mark anywhere on the unused 
bailot papers under ultra violet rays. The witness also 
admitted that he had not conducted any experiment 
so far by which he could regulate the appearance cf 
any invisible mark 18 hours aiter tne marks were made 
and ne could not do any experiment before the court 
to obtain that result, and he required at least three 
months time to conduct such an experiment. 

The next witness who has been examined as an 
expert in this case is P.W. 6 in E.P. 2 of 1971, Dr. 
O. P. Dharmarah. He Is a Professor of Chemistry in 
a college affiliated to the University of Delhi. He' has 
slated that he was a fonner member of Rashtriya 
Swayam Sevak Sangha and that on the Governing 
counsel of his college there are some members belong- 
ing lo Bharatiya Jan Sangh, some of whose members 
have filed election petitions in the High Court of Delhi 
containing similar allegations. I shall however deal 
with nis evidence without reference to the above 
statement. 

This witness was summoned on an application 
made by tile petitioner after the case of the petitioner 
had been closed and after some of the used ballot 
papers were inspected and scrutinised by the Court. 
in his deposition he stated that he could not say by 
merely looking at the ballot papers whether any of 
them was subjected to chemical treatment. ’ He 
however stated on examining the ballot papers under 
ultra violet rays, that the ballot papers under ultra 
violet rays arpeared to differ in opacity and exhibit- 
ed different fluorescence or colours. He further ad- 
mitted that when the paper was manufactured if there 
was difference in the chemical deposit on the surface 
of the paper, different portions o£ the paper would ex- 
hibit different colours even when they were taken 
out from the same roll due to the use of different 
quantities of sizing agent, binding agent, etc. He 
stated that in the ballot papers in the five constituen- 
cies concerned in E. P. 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971 which he 
inspected he could not take out any ballot paper by 
visual examination in which the mark which was ori- 
ginally visible had become invisible beev ise he found 



3442 the gazette of India: September 2, 1972 /bhadra 11, 1894 [Pari it- 


in all of them marks put on symbols other than ‘calf 
and cow' were still there. He stated that nobody by 
mere visual examination of a paper could say that it 
was chemically treated. Even by looking at the 
ballot papers under ultra violet rays, he was not in a 
position to say whether the ballot papers contained 
mechanically printed marks or the marks were shin- 
ing. He could only say whether any particular paper 
Was whiter than the other. This witness admitted 
that he was present at the time when M. M. Kulkarnt 
gave demonstration at Constitution Club, New Delhi, 
about his experiment. He was present at that place 
for about 20 minutes. He had discussed the matter 
with M. M. Kulkarni before he came to court to give 
evidence and he had also read the deposition of 
M. M. Kulkarni. The witness admitted thut if a 
printed paper was given to him and he was asked to 
treat the paper chemically with the object of making 
an invisible mark visible later on and visible mark 
disappear at a later stage, he could not off and say 
how he should experiment. After examining the 
ballot papers, he stated that none of the ballot papers 
which he had seen in the Court had been subjected 
to chemical treatment by applying sodium chlorite in 
liquid form. The witness next stated that a paper 
treated with sodium chlorite when viewed under ultra 
violet lamp would emit yellow fluorescence. This 
statement is inconsistent with the statement of M. M. 
Kulkarni who on the first day of his examination 
stated that a paper treated with sodium chlorite would 
emit glowing white colour under ultra violet raps. 
This witness however admitted that sodium chlorite 
was sometimes used by paper manufacturers as blead- 
ing agent. His further evidence was that even when 
a mark which was visible at the commencement be- 
came Invisible at a later stage, there would be some 
stain on the paper and it depended upon the nature 
of chemical used and the nature of the ink used and 
he did not observe any such stain by visual examina- 
tion and even under ultra violet rays in any of the 
ballot papers examined by him. He however made 
it clear in his deposition that, he could not say Ify 
visual examination whether any of the ballot papers 
which he had examined in court had been chemically 
treated or not. This witness made use of a ultra 
violet lamp In court while giving evidence. Continu- 
ing he said because he found different alignment of 
the mark between one ballot paper and another ballot 
paper, he would say that the marks were not made 
mechanically. 

The above witness was appeared by the counsel for 
the petitioner through Balraj Mudhok who was a 
colleague of this witness at Delhi University and who 
had also filed an election petition with similar alle- 
gations before the High Court of Delhi, This witness 
proceeded to state that a mark made with the help of 
Kores ink on a chemically treated paper and which 
disappeared at a later stage could not be detected by 
looking at the paper under ultra violet rays. This 
statement is slightly at variance with the statement 
of M. M. Kulkarni, namely “certain invisible marks to 
the naked eye become visible in some cases when look- 
ed at them under ultra violet rays”, This witness was 
of the opinion that none of the ballot papers which he 
inspected in court under ultra violet rays had any 
mark which was invisible to naked eye but which was 
visible when it was made. Lastly he stated that to 
his knowledge it. was not possible with the equipment 
available in India to treat about ten lakhs of ballot 
papers with sodium chlorite in a period of ten days 
or less. The above question was asked in the con- 
text of the election petition which were beine tried 
in this court. He also stated that, by the experiments 
he conducted, he had not been able to regulate the 
time of appearance of invisible mark, but he had 
been able to regulate the time of disappearance of a 
visible mark. 

Apparently the information which this witness pos- 
sesses regarding the possibility of treating a peaper 
chemically with the object of making a visible mark 


disappear and an invisible mark appear, appears to be 
of a recent origin. The witness has admitted in the 
course of his deposition that he attended the demons- 
tration given by M. M. Kulkarni at the Constitution 
Club. Delhi, out of curiosity and thereafter he conduct- 
ed experiments to lind out whether a mark placed on 
a paper would disappear after some time and whether 
it can be made to appear at a later stage even though 
it was invisible at the commencement. He has stated 
that the demonstration which M. M. Kulkarni gave 
was a surprise to nim. Xf that is the position, then 
it is very difficult to place much reliance on the evi- 
dence of this witness because by his own statement 
it is clear that prior to his meeting M. M. Kulkarni in 
the month of March, 1971, he had no idea of this branch 
of chemistry. I find it difficult to accept the evidence 
of this witness without reservations. 

Even granting that there was a possibility of treat- 
ing ballot papers chemically as pleaded by the peti- 
tioner, the question still remains whether it has been 
done in thits case. The evidence of an expert witneai 
under Section 45 of the Evidence Act is nob 
conclusive and cannot be used as substantive evi- 
dence. The court must look for corrobral.ion from 
the other evidence adduced in the proceedings to as- 
sure itself about the correctness or otherwise of the 
opinion of the expert. The court will have to take 
into account the various factors that surround the 
transaction which is in dispute and should judge the 
case on the basis of both external and internal evi- 
dence available in the case. The supreme Court while 
dealing with evidence of a hand-writing expert in 
BANU RAM— Vs— PRASANNI (A.I.R. 1950 Supreme 
Court, 93) as follows: — 

“Section 67 of the Indian Evidence Act (1 of 1872) 
provides inter alia that if a document is alleged to be 
signed by any person the - signature must be proved 
to be in' his hand-writing. Sections 45 and 47 of the 
said Act prescribe the method in which such signature 
can be proved. Under section 45, the opinion of the 
hand-writing experts is relevant while under Section 
47 the opinion of any person acquainted with the hand- 
writing of the person who is alleged to have signed 
the document is admissible. The explanation to the 
section explains when a person can be said to be ac- 
quainted with the hand-writing of another person. 
Thus, there can be no doubt as to the manner in which 
the alleged signature of the appellant could and 
should have been proved; but even assuming that the 
signature of the appellant can be legally held to be 
proved on circumstantial evidence the principle which 
“governs the appreciation of such circumstantial evi- 
dence in cases of this kind cannot be ignored or is only 
if the Court is satisfied that the circumstantial evi- 
dence irresistibly leads to the inference that the ap- 
pellant must have signed the form that the court can 
legitimately reach such a conclusion. In our opinion, 
it is impossible to acceed to Mr. Daobia’s argument, 
that the facts held proved in the High Court inevitably* 
lead to its final conclusion that the appellant had in 
fuct signed the form. It is clear that in reaching this 
conclusion the High Court did not properly appreciate 
the fact that there was no legal evidence on the point 
and that the other facts found by it cannot even 
reasonably support the case for respondent — 1.” 

Hence, unless there is other reliable evidence in the 
case which leads to the conclusion that the ballot 
papers must have been tampered with as suggested 
by the petitioner, it would not be safe to act merely 
on the evidence of the experts and come to a conclusion 
one way or the other on the question in issue. We 
should also bear in mind that the experts are not 
always disinterested. 

The most important material available on the above 
question is the result of inspection and scrutiny of 
bttflot papers themselves. On October 5, 1971, I 
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made an order that, the Returning Officer should pro- 
duce before the Court the sealed boxes containing un- 
used ballot papers and accordingly they were pro- 
duced. The counsel for the petitioner was asked to 
select at random a few packers containing unused 
ballot papers of different polling stations in the cons- 
tituency for purpose of scrutiny and inspection. He 
accordingly selected 7,039 ballot papers pattaining to 
this constituency and after inspection of ballot papers 
it was noticed that in none of them there was any 
mark resembling a voting mark on the symbol ‘Calf 
and Cow’. M. M, Kulkarni one of the experts exa- 
mined in the case who examined the ballot papers 
under ultra violet rays also was not able to say 
whether any of them had been chemically treated. 

Now let mo explain the usefulness of the examina- 
tion of the unused ballot papers in determining the 
truth or otherwise of the allegations made in this 
petition. It is admitted that the ballot papers were 
printed with serial No. 1 upto the serial number of the 
last voter in the Lok Sabha Constituency. On an 
average there were about 5,00,000 voters in each cons- 
tituency and the ballot papers which are printed 
would therefore bear serial No. 1 to 5.00,000 or little 
more or less depending upon the number of voters in 
each constituency. It is stated that to each polling 
station in constituency approximately about 1,000 
voters would be assigned. Thus, ballot papers bearing 
serial No. 1 to 1,000 would have been assigned to the 
first polling station; ballot papers bearing serial No. 
1,001 to 2,000 would have been assigned to the second 
polling station; ballot papers bearing serial Nos. 2,001 
to 3,000 would have been assigned to polling stations 
No. 3 and so on. It is also not possible to imagine how- 
many voters would exercise their right to vote at 
each polling station. Hence, if there was a preplanned 
scheme to see that abot 35 percent of all the ballot 
papers were chemically treated in such a way that 
invisible mark on the symbol ‘Calf and Cow’ should 
become visible at a later stage, then amongst the ballot 
papers which are not used, there must have been 
some papers in which the invisible marked had become 
visible, The only way of avoiding this contingency was 
by seeing only the first few ballot papers assigned to 
each polling station were chemically treated so that 
all such papers would be used and there would be no 
trace of such papers among the unused ballot papers. 
In fact that was the submission made on behalf of the 
petitioner. It was argued that the chemically treated 
ballot papers were among the first three hundred to 
four hundred papers in each polling station. Then if 
about 35 per cent of the ballot papers had been so 
treated as alleged by the petitioner then amongst the 
used ballot papers the percentage of treated ballot 
papers should be nearly 60 to 70 per cent because the 
average voting in anv polling station would be about 
60 per cent of the total voters. That, however was 
not the case of the petitioner. Hence, I feel that the 
absence of even a single ballot paper among the unsed 
ballot papers containing the voting mark said to have 
been mechanically made on the svmbol ‘calf and cow’ 
Is a verv strong eurcumstanee against the contention of 
the petitioner. It is very difficult to accept that it 
was possible for anybody to see that not even a single 
ballot paper which was so chemically treated was 
found in the bundle of unused ballot papers for no 
one know how many voters in a given area would go 
to a polling station on the date of the polk 

I shall now deal with the result of examination of 
used ballot papers during the course of the election 
petition. When the trial of this petition was in prog- 
ress. the Supreme Court pronounced its judgment in 
Civil Appeal No. 1343/71 ( Shashi Bhushav vs. Prof. 
Balmi Mndhok and others) and Civil Appeal No. 1473/ 
71 (Anier Nath Chanda vs. 1 Kavwar Lai Gupta and 
others) which had been filed by some successful candi- 
dates who were responded s in sonic election poritions 
pending on the. file of the High Court of D^lhi in which 
similar allegations had been made. Following the said 
decision, I ordered that the Returning Officer should 


produce all the used ballot papers including the reject- 
ed ballot papers for purposes of inspection and scrutiny 
before the court and it was accordingly done. The 
counsel for the petitioner was permitted to select at 
random certain number of ballot from the boxes con- 
taining the used ballot papers. Accordingly the counsel 
for the petitioner selected 1,000 ballot papers in which 
votes had been cast in favour of respondent— 1 and 550 
ballot papers in which votes had been cast m favour 
of the petitioner and 10 rejected ballot papers. There- 
after the said ballot papers were scrutinised by the 
rounsel for the parties and by the court. I recorded 
the result of visual examination of those ballot papers 
in a separate proceeding which was drawn up at that 
time. On visual examination of those ballot puperf 
I felt that the allegation that a large majority of ballot 
papers had been chemically treated with the desired 
obicct was not true. I found in the ballot papers in 
which votes had been cast in favour of respondent- 1 
the voting marks were sometimes to be likft of the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’ sometimes to the right of the 
symbol and sometimes on the symbol itself. Even when 
the voting marks were sometimes lo be left of the 
not found at the same position in all the ballot papers. 
The angle of the arrow mark in the voting mark varied 
from one ballot paper to the other. In none of the bal- 
lot papers in which votes had been cast in favour of 
the petitioner, the voting mark had disappeared or had 
become dull. An examination of the ballot papers in 
which votes had been cast in favour of respondent 
1 as well as the petitioner showed that the bright- 
ness of the mark varied from paper to paper depend- 
ing upon the quantity of ink present on the instrument, 
provided at the polling station for placing the voting 
mark. The allegation that in a large majority of ballot 
papers in which votes had been cast in favour of 
Respondent- 1, the voting marks were at the same 
point in all the ballot papers and were uniform in 
brightness and the marks were shining, was not subs- 
tantiated bv the result of visual examination of those 
papers The ballot papers appeared to be ntaural in 
form and none of them appeared to have been chemi- 
cally treated. In fact that is the opinion of Dr. O. P. 
Dharmarah, one of the experts examined in this case. 
The statement of other witnesses of the petitioner 
that certain peculiar leaturcs were noticed in a large 
majority of ballot papers bv them at the time of count- 
ing was also not substantiated Tl .is no doubt true 
that the colour of the paper between one ballot paper 
and another was slightly dissimilar. That was because 
the ballot papers wore selected at random for pur- 
poses of inspection. I am satisfied on the examination 
of the ballot papers that no further enquiry in this 
regard is necessary. In the judgment of the Supreme 
Court in the cases cited above, it was observed that 
if the court came to the conclusion on an examination 
of certain number of ballot papers selected at random, 
that the matter should be further proved into the court 
might take evidence on the point at issue including 
the evidence of expert witnesses and thereafter it was 
open to the court to direct or not to direct a genera' 
inspection of the ballot papers. In view of what is 
stated above. I am of the opinion that no case ha^ 
been made out to direct a general inspection of lha 
ballot papers. 

The other evidence which remains to he consider- 
ed in this case is the evidence of the witnesses exa- 
mined on behalf of the respondents. The Deputy 
El'ction Commission of India. P. I Jacob has be^n 
examined on behalf of the Chief Election Commis- 
sioner in this case He was examined as R.W. 2 in 
E P. 3 of 1971 and by consent of parties his evidence 
is rfiad as common evidence in E.P. 1 to 4 and 6 of 
1971 . A copv of his deposition is marked as Exhi- 
bit R.S in this case. This witness was inchnrgo of 
inpt Lok Sabha elections. Under Section 19-A 
of the Representation of People Act, 1951. he was 
authorised to exerei.se the powers of the Election 
Commission snippet to supervision and contknl 0 f 
the Chief Election Coipmissloner, He has stated tbqt 
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the paper used for printing of ballot papers in Mysore 
was procured from the Mysore paper Mills Limited, 
Bhadravati, pursuant to an order made by the Direc- 
tor General of Supplies and Disposals, India. The 
colour, size and substance of the paper to be used for 
printing ballot papers were prescribed by the Elec- 
tion Commission. The colour of the paper was pres- 
cribed ‘cream wove white’; the size of the paper was 
prescribed as 43 cms. by 69 cms. and the substance 
of the paper was prescribed as 10- 9 Kgs. per ream, by 
the Election Commission of India. The instructions 
regarding the printing of ballot papers were issued 
as per paragraphs 22 and 23 in Chapter II of the 
Hand Book for Returning Officers (Pages 34 and 35). 
Exhibit R-5 in E P. 3 of 1971 is the said book. This 
witness stated that instructions had been issued that 
ballot papers should be printed under maximum 
security conditions and should be despatched to the 
various constituencies in enclosed vans under police 
escort. He emphatcially denied that any o' the 
ballot papers used in any of the Lok Sabha Consti- 
tuencies which were concerned in E. P. 1 to 4 of 
1971 had been taken out of the press after they were 
printed and they were chemically treated before they 
were delivered to the Returning Officers or their autho- 
rised agents. He denied that there was any pre- 
planned scheme to which the Election Commission 
was a party under which it was intended that res- 
pondent— 1 who belonged to Congress (R) party 
should succeed. He also denied that there was 
any fraud committed with the connivance of the 
Election Commission in that direction. The witness 
stated that it was no true to say that the ballot 
papers used in any constituency had been tempered 
with or chemically treated or they were replaced by 
another set of ballot papers which had been chemi- 
cally treated. It was also denied by this witness 
that in many of the ballot papers in which votes had 
been cast in favour of respondent — 1 the voting marks 
had been made with the help of an instrument or 
mechanical device other than the one provided at 
the polling station. According to this witness the 
object of prescribing that the counting of votes 
should take place on the same day in all the consti- 
tuencies in India except in West Bengal was to see 
that the result of the election in any of the constitu- 
encies in which poll had taken place did not have 
any effect on another constituency where poll had 
not yet taken place. The date of poll in West Ben- 
gal was March, 10, 1971. Nothing has been brought 
out in cross-examination of this witness by the coun- 
sel for the petitioner to discredit his testimony. He 
was however questioned about the dsieoverv of cer- 
tain ballot papers at Chandigarh at a places where 
the ballot papers should not have been found. He stat- 
ed that those ballot papers did not relate to the consti- 
tuency with which we were concerned and that he had 
investigated into the same and found that certam 
number of ballot papers which should have been 
destroyed by the press had not been destroyed, but 
had been sold as waste paper to the con+ractros after 
March 15, 1971, by which time election in India hod 
been over. Similarly he stated that his investigation 
into another allegation that certain ballot papers 
were bemg removed in two railwav wagons bound 
for Madhya Pradesh also revealed that it did not 
affect the result of the election in any constituency. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the Res- 
pondents is R.W.l in E.P. 2 of 1971 who is again a 
common witness. His deposition is marked as Exhi- 
bit R3 in this case. He is the Assistant Director of 
Stationary. Government Press, Bangalore. He Vc, s 
stated that the ballot papers which were used at the 
last Lok Sabha elections in Mvsore State were all 
printed at Government Central Press, Bangalore. The 
paper which was used for printing ballot papers was 
purchased by the Government Central Press from 
Mysore paper Mills Ltd. Bhadravathi, He produced 


exhibit R-3 in E.P. 2 of 1971 which was the challan 
under which the paper was supplied by the Mysore 
Paper Mills Ltd., Bhadravathi. The paper was re- 
ce<v d on 1st December, 1970 and from out of that 
stock of paper, certain quantity was released for pur- 
pose of printing ballot papers from 10th February, 
1971 and 17th February, 1971. Exhibits R-4 and R-10 
in E.P. 2 of 1971 are the indents giv'n by the Assist- 
ant Director of Printing for supply of paper. In 
cross-examination he has staled that the Press did 
not place order for paper specifically for the purpose 
of Lok Sabha elections held in March, 1971. In ans- 
wer to a question regarding the type of paper that 
was issued for printing the ballot papers the witness 
stated that cream wove paper had been issued. When 
his attention was drawn to some discrepancy between 
Exhibits K-4a and R6a on the one hand and Exhibits 
R-5n. 7a, R-8a, R-9a and R-lOa, answered that by 
mistake instead of cream wove paper it might have 
been written as white paper in Exhibits P 5a. R-7a, 
R-8a, R-9a and R-lOa. The witness stated that he 
had not noticed the discrepancy in the des ription of^ 
paper referred to above at the time when the paper 
was issued for printing. He stated that the entire 
quantity supplied under Exhibit R3 was supplied 
from one stock. 

M. S. Hirannaiah, R.W.-2 in E.P. 2 of 1971 whose 
deposition is marked as Exhibit R4 in this case, is 
the Assistant Director, Ormr-'-nment Central Press. 
Bangalore, and he was incharge of the printing of 
ballot papers. He stated that the programme of 
printing and despatch of ballot papers was settled 
by the Chief Electoral Officer in consultation with the 
Director of Printing as per Ex. R-ll in E.P. 2 of 1971. 
The said document is signed by the Under Secretary 
working under the Chief Electoral Officer. This wit- 
ness stated that he received instructions regarding the 
printing of ballot papers from the authorised represen- 
tatives of the Returning Officers. He printed the ballot 
papers in accordance with Form No. 7A (Ex. 12 to 16 
in E.P. 2/71) sent bv the Returning Officers. After 
the proof of the ballet papers in respect of each consti- 
tuency was approved by the concerened authorised 
representative of the Returning Officer, the ballot 
papers were printed and after the ballot papers were 
printed they were numbered serially from No. 1 to 
last number of the ballot paper printed for that consti- 
tuency. After the ballot papers were printed and were 
cut to size, they were being taken to another portion 
of the Government mintin' 1, Pr-'ss premises, which was 
known as ‘Election Shed’ where the ballot papers used 
to be kept in sealed boxes. Tbc'e thov were checked, 
counted and bundled info bundles of 500 each. Exhi- 
bit R-17 in E.P. 2 of 1071 is the pro"rnmme of work of 
printing of ballot papers which was being maintained 
by this witness. 

The said Exhibit R-17 contains the date on which 
the ballot papers were despatched and according to 
this witness till the ballot paners were despatched i 
thev us°d to be at the ‘Election Shed’. He has further 
stated that the printing press where the ballet, papers 
were being printed and the ‘Election Shed’ where the 
ballot papers were being kept were under the care 
end protection of the Walffi and Ward staff of the 
Press and police officers vffiose services were secured 
for the said purpose at the time when the ballot p=rers 
were being printed at the Government Central Pre^s. 
This witness has been cross-examined at length, but 
I do no' find that .anything is brought out is to dis- 
credit the testimony of this witness. Sri R. V. Ran, 
learned counsel for the petitioner, however argued 
that this witness had not explained the difference in 
the colour of some of the ballot papers and the user 
of bigser tvp° of numberals in some cases to print 
serial numb'-rs of the ballot papers than what were 
ured in the easo of o‘ h r 'r ballot rnner' it -''ns open 
to the petitioner on whom the burden of proof lay m 
this case to have put the question about them to this 
witness but he has not done so. It would be unfair 
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to draw any inference against the witness or the res- 
pondents without drawing the attention of the witness 
to these points raised on behalf of the petitioner. The 
position of the petitioner in an election petition is not 
that of an accursed in a Criminal case and it is not 
open to a petitioner in an election petition to raise 
some point which is likely to lead to some doubt and 
to c>aim the benefit of it and on that basis to seek 
a declaration that the election is void. In fact the 
position of the petitioner in an election petition is 
equivalent to the position of the prosecution in a Cri- 
minal case. The petitioner cannot take advantage of 
a circumstance of the above kind. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dent is M. A. Arham, R.W. 3 in E.P. 2 of 1971, who 
is again common witness. His evidence is marked as 
Exhibit R5 in this case. He was an Under Secretary 
to the Government of Mysore and was in charge of 
election. He was working under the directions of the 
Chief Electoral Officer at the last Lok Sabha elections. 
He has stated that he was visiting the Press nearly 
4-5 times every day when the ballot papers were being 
printed and during the time when the ballot papers 
were in the premises of the Government Central Press, 
Bangalore. He was in charge of the supervision of the 
printing of ballot papers. He was assisted by 
Allabaksh Inam, Section Officer R.W. 4 in E.P. 2 of 
1971 and M. A. Kalburgi, a Senior Assistant. His 
duty was to see that ballot papers were nrinfed and 
despatched well in time through the authorised re- 
presentatives of the Returning Officers after they were 
duly checked, scrutinised and bundled at the Govern- 
ment Central Press. R.W. 4 in E.P. 2 of 1971 is Alla- 
baksh Inam whose evidence is marked as Exhibit R6 
in 'flHs case. He was the Section Officer who was 
assisting M. A. Arham referred to above. His evidence 
corroborates the evidence of M. A. Arham. 

M. L. Ramanna, R.W. 5 in E.P. 2/71 who is again 
a common witness and whose evidence is marked as 
Exhibit R7 in this case, is the police Officer who was 
security arrangements at the Government Central 
Press, Bangalore, at the time when the ballot papers 
were being printed for the last Lok Sabha elections. 
His evidence is that from 12th February. 1971 to 3rd 
March, 1971 had made necessary secruity arrangements. 
He had posted one Plead Constable and 3 Constables to 
be in charge of the security of Government Central Pres 
end they had to be in charge fo security of the Press 
all the 24th hours during that period. No doubt the 
police Officers used to do their job by turns along 
with the members of th» Watch and Ward staff of 
the Government Central Press. He has stated that 
he was visiting the premises of the Government Cen- 
tral Press occasionally to verify whether the persons 
who had been entrusted with the duty of looking 
after the premises of the Press were doing their job 
properly or not. 


papers were delivered to him on 19th of February, 
1971. He has sworn that during that period the bal- 
lot papers were not removed from the premises of 
Government Central Press to any other place. This 
witness carried the ballot papers with police escort 
to Dharwar. In the course of the cross-examination 
of this witness, it was elicited that he used to work 
between 7 A.M. to 9 P.M. and he had no control over 
the security arrangement at the Press. It was argu- 
ed that alter 9 P.M. what had happened to the ballot 
paper* could not have been known to this witness. 
On reading the evidence of this witness and the other 
witnesses examined on behalf of the respondents as 
a whole, I am satisfied that adequate arrangements 
had been made regarding the security of the ballot 
papers at the Government Central Press and the 
ballot papers were never removed from the premises 
of the Government Central Press until they were 
actually delivered to the authorised representatives 
for the purpose of being carried to the constituencies. 

Shri R. V. Rao, learned counsel for the petitioner, 
urged that the Chief Electoral Officer had not pro- 
duced the sample of the paper used for the printing 
of ballot papers which had been retained at the Gov- 
ernment Central Press, Bangalore, even though he 
was called upon to do so by the petitioner, and, there- 
fore, an adverse inference should be drawn against 
him. In reply to the memo of the petitioner calling 
upon the Chief Electoral Officer to produce the said 
sample paper, the Additional Government Advocate 
had stated that the paper was with the Government 
Central Press and the petitioner could take steps to 
summon it. Neither the Director of Government Cen- 
tral Press nor the State of Mysore is a party to this 
petition and the Government Central Press is not 
under the control of the Chief Electoral Officer. It 
was onen to the petitioner in these circumstances to 
have taken steps to summon the said naper from the 
Government Central Press which he has not done. 
No adverse inference can therefore be drawn against 
the Chief Electoral Officer on this ground. 


It was next contended by the counsel for the peti- 
tioner that the chemical analysis of the ink that was 
used at the polling stations for the purpose of making 
the voting marks on the ballot papers had not been 
produced by the Election Commission. The petitioner 
cannot make a grievance of this because he had not 
asked the Election Comfnission to produce the same. 
One other ground urged by Sri, R. V. Rao was that 
the Stock Ledger of the Government Central Press, 
Bangalore, had not beep produced by the Chief Elec- 
toral Officer, As already stated the Chief Electoral 
Officer could not be called upon to produce any docu- 
ment which was in the custody of the Government 
Central Press. Hence the petitioner cannot also make 
a grievance of it. 


S. S. & Patil who has been examined as R.W.l in this 
case was the authorised representative of the Returning 
Officer of Dbarwar-North Lok Sabha Constituency in 
connection with the election held in the month of 
March 197L He had been deputed to go to Govern- 
ment Central Press, Bangalore and attend to the suoer- 
vjsion cf the Printing of the ballot papers and to take 
delivery of the ballot papers after they were printed 
and made ready for delivery. His evidence is that he 
came to Bangalore on the 11th February, 1971 to 
attend to the work of printing of ballot papers at 
Government Central Pr^ss and along with him he had 
brought 4 officers to assist him. This witness approv- 
ed the proof of the ballot papers and after it was so 
approved, the ballot papers were printed. After the 
ballot papers were printed, he had to verify each 
ballot paper with the help of his assistants and rffter 
verification all the ballot papers were put into deal 
wood boxes for purposes of being carried to Dhar- 
war. The printing and counting of ballot parens 
v-ent on at the Government Central press from 12th 
February, 1971 to 18th February, 1971 and the ballot 


The allegation that many of the ballot papers had 
been removed from the premises of the Press to some 
other Place after they were printed and before they 
were delivered to the agents of the Returning Officer 
for purposes of treating them chemically is baseless 
I abo hold that the allegations made bv the petitioner 
against the Election Commission in the petition are 
untrue. 

It is significant that the petitioner did not make any 
cnouirv at the Government Central Press, Bangalore, 
to find out wheher the ballot paners had at all been 
removed to some other place. It may be mentioned 
hme that the Government Central Press, Bangalore 
was a department of the State Government and 
during the relevant time, the Government in the State 
of Mysore was b°mg run bv the members of the 
Indian National Congress (CD partv. It is. therefore, 
verv difficult to accept the earn of the petitioner In at 
in collusion with or with the connivance of the 
Election Commission somebody was able 1o treat 
these papers chemically. 
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The petitioner has also not placed before the court 
any positive evidence to show that the ballot papers 
had been taken out of the premises of the Government 
Central Press by somebody with the object of chemi- 
cally treating them and replacing them by another 
set of chemically treated ballot papers. 


the ballot papers so removed to New Delhi were 
brought back after subjecting them to chemical treat- 
ment to be used in the election. Issue No. 1(c), there- 
fore does not survive. 

Issue No. VII 


At this stage, I may refer to the prayer made by the 
petitioner in an Interlocutory Application seeking 
the permission of the Court to recall O.P, Dharmarah 
again and to aTlow the ballot papers used at the 
election to be subjected to a chemical examination. 
I am of the opinion that in the circumstances of this 
case, no case has been made out for any further in 
vestigation in this case. The said Interlocutory Appli- 
cation is, therefore, rejected, 


Before recording my findings on Issues Ifa), (b) 
and (c) I propose to refer to one other aspect of this 
case. Neither in the petition nor in the course of the 
evidence, the petitioner has suggested any motive 
which must have prompted the Chief Slection Commis- 
sioner to has become a party to the alleged act of 
chemical treatment of ballot papers. Having regard 
to the status which is assigned to the Election Com- 
mission and the securiiy of tenure guaranteed to the 
Chief Election Commissioner in the Constitution of 
India, it is very difficult to believe that the Chief Elec- 
tion Commissioner was interested in one political 
party as against others. It appears that when the 
petitioner and several others who opposed the Con- 
gress (R) party, failed very badly at the election 
even in places whe^e they were sure of their 
success and being unable to explain the 

cause of their failure, were in search 
of an alibi, the theory that the elections were 
rigged by resorting to chemical treatment 
of ballot papers which was the figment of the image- 
nation of a deelpy disappointed person with a fertile 
brain and which was given wide publicity just before 
the time for filing election petitions was over, was 
readily adopted by them as aground to challenge 
the elections of some successful candidates It is 
unfortunate that such grave allegations have been 
made in these proceedings without due verification, 
It is significant that the petitioner was not able to 
furnish any particulars about any of the persons In- 
volved in the alleged corrupt practice, but only relied 
upon the evidence of some witnesses who have given 
evidence regarding some peculiar features which they 
observed in some of the ballot papers at the time of 
counting. The result of visual examination of the 
ballot papers, both used and unused, and the other 
material which is available in the case totally belle 
the story that the ballot papers had been chemically 
treated and lead me to the conclusion that the allega- 
tion that certain peculiar features were observed by 
the witnesses for the petitioner at the time of count- 
ing must have been Invented an after thought to suit 
the theory that the success of the Congress (R) party 
was on account of the chemical treatment of ballot 
papers. After giving my anxious consideration to 
all aspects of Ibis case, I feel that the allegations made 
against the Election Commission and the officials 
connected with the election process are wholly un- 
justified I fully exonerate the Chief Election Com- 
missioner, the Chief Electorol Officer, the Returning 
Officer and all other officers who were entrusted with 
the duties connected with the election of all the 
charges and other veiled and sinister suggestions 
made against them. 

I therefore, hold on Issue No. I (a) that the peti- 
tioner has failed to prove that the rubber stamping 
on the symbol of ‘calf and cow’ on large number of 
ballot papers used in the election had been made by 
a mechanical process on chemically treated ballot 
papers, and not bv voters, and on Issue I (b) fiat 
the petitioner has failed to prove that an appreciable 
percentage of ballot papers were removed from 

Bangalore to New Delhi before the election and that 


The next issue for consideration is Issue No. VII 
viz,, whether the Election Commission is a necessary 
party to the Election petition. It was contended by 
Sri S. C. Sundara Swamy, learned counsel for res- 
pondent — 2 that in view of Section 82T of the Repre- 
sentation of People Act, it was not open to the peti- 
tioner to implead any person other than the candi- 
date as respondent to the petition. On going through 
Section 82, I feel that the said section only prescribes 
that all the contesting candidates should be made 
parlies to an election petition. It does not say that no 
other person should be made party to the election 
petition. When allegations of corrupt practice are 
made in an election petition against some persons 
other than a candidate, there is nothing wrong in im- 
pleading them as parties even at the stage of the pre- 
sentation of the petition. It may be mentioned that- 
under Section 99 of the Representation of People Act 
if the Court trying an election petition wants to 
hold a person other than a candidate guilty of corrupt 
practice it has to issue a notice to him and then 
decide the said question. That only shows that per- 
sons other than the candidates could be made parties 
to an election petition. Even if it is to be held that 
the Election Commission was not a necessary party, 

I feel that the Election Commission, in the circum- 
stances of this case, was a proper party. I. therefore, 
hold on Issue No. VII that respondent — 2 — Election 
Commission of India is a proper party though not a 
necessary party to the petition, 

Issue No. X 

In view of my findings on Issue No. I (a), (b) and 
(c), this petition fails and is dismissed. 

In view of the baseless allegations made in the peti- 
tion, I feel that In the circumstances of the case, the 
petitioner should be directed to pay bv way of costs 
Rs. 650/- to respondent-1; Rs. 650/- to res'pondent-2 
and Rs. 050/- to respondent 3 and 4, together. 

Sd/- E. S. Venkataramiah, .Tudge, 
Dated, 7th Deceber, 1971. 


rNo. 82/MY/1/72.] 
By Order, 

V. NAGASUBRAMANIAN, Secy. 


New Delhi, the 23 rj Jung 1972 

S.O. 2406. — In pursuance of section 160 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951, the Election Com- 
mission hereby publishes the order, pronounced on the 
10th November, 1971, by the High Court at Calcutta in 
Election Petition No. 5 of 1971. 

Election Petition Case No. 5 of 1971 


IN THE HIGH COURT AT CALCUTTA 
ELECTION PETITION JURISDICTION 


Present: 

The Uon’ble Mr. Justice Sankar Prasad Mitra 
November 10, 1971 

Rathlndra Kumar Ghosh — Pptltioner. 

Versus 

T. P. Bhattagharjee & ors. — Respondent.;. 
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The Court. — In this petition the election of the res- 
pondent No. 2 from the North East Calcutta Parlia- 
mentary Constituency has been challenged. The elec- 
tion was held on the l()th March, 1971. The election 
petitioner ig one of the electors in the said constituency. 
There were three candidates in the election, namely, 
Hiren Mukherjee the respondent No. 2, Piyus Kanti 
Dasgupta the respondent No. 4 and Balai Chandra Paul, 
the respondent No. 3. The respondent No. 1 T. P. Bhat- 
tacharjee was the Returning' Officer. From the final 
result sheet prepared under the signature of the Re- 
turning Officer it appears that the votes received by 
each of the candidates were as following: — 

Hiren Mukherjee (.the respondent No. 2) — 1,13,230 
votes. 

Piyus Kanti Das Gupta (the respondent No. 4)— 
1,10,939 votes. 

Balai Chandra Paul (the respondent No. 3) — 
56,390 votes. 

It appears further that 11,812 ballot papers were re- 
jected and 32 votes cast on postal ballot papers were 
also rejected. 

The election petitioner prays, inter alia, for a decla- 
ration that the respondent No, 4 has been duly elected, 
on a recount oi the votes. There are no allegations of 
corrupt practices in the petition, The petitioner’s only 
grievance is that the counting of votes was not pro- 
perly done. Various allegations have been made in 
support of the petitioner’s prayer for a recount. Be- 
fore I come to- these allegations, it would be necessary 
to discuss a few judgments,— particularly of the 
Supreme Court, which have discussed the nature of 
averments necessary to entitle an election petitioner to 
ask either for an inspection of the ballot papers or for 
a recount. Learned counsel for the respondent No. 2 
herein has taken a point of demurrer. His contention 
is that on the averments made in the petitioft no order 
for a recount can be made at ull. In several election 
petitions at present pending in this Court and also in 
previous years, orders for recounts were made, by con- 
sent of parties. But in this petition counsel for the 
respohdent No. 2 was unwilling to make any conces- 
sions. He stated that the views expre-sed by Their 
Lordships Of the Supreme Court from time to time, 
were so explicit and unequivocal that the election peti- 
tioner in this case was bound to fail in his attempt 
to secure an order for recount. 

Let us, therefore, go straight to the Surerrie Court's 
decisions on this subject on which counsel for the res- 
pondent No. 2 has strongly relied. In Ram Sewak 
Yadav vs. Hussain Kamil Kidwni, AIR 1964 S.C. 1249 
the election petitioner made the following allegations: 

“1. that there hud been improper reception, rejection 
and refusal of vote s at the time of counting, and In 
consequence thereof the election" was materially affect- 
ed; 

2. that there were discrepancies between the total 
number of votes mentioned in Form 10 and Form 20; 

3. that the tendered votes were wrongly rejected by 
the returning officer and on that account the election 
was materially affected; 

4- that at the polling station No, 29 at Majgawan In 
Bhitauli Unit and Kursl Polling Station in Kursi As- 
sembly Unit, the polling officers did not give ballot 
papers to the voters; 

5. that counting of votes of Bhituali Assembly Unit 
continued .till 8-30 p.m. in insufficient light notwith- 
standing the protest lodged by the petitioner; and 

6. that on a true count he (the election petitioner) 
would have received a majority of valid votes and that 
he was entitled to be declared duly elected.” 

At the trial before the Tribunal the parties did not 
lead any oral evidence. With regard to the pleas 3, 4 
and 5 the burden of proof lay upon the petitioner; but 
he led no evidence to substantiate them. The tribunal 
was of the view that the election petitioner could have 


discharged the burden of proof to establish that tnere 
were discrepancies between the original and the certi- 
fied copies of Forms Nos. 16 and 20 but he did not call 
for the original lorms and Ins second : ground must also 
fail. Kidwai the election petitioner claimed that he 
would succeed in establishing his case on pleas Nos. i. 
and 6 from the ballot papers and submitted that an 
order for Inspection of the ballot papers he made anu 
that he be permitted to show from the ballot papers 
that tile returning officer had improperly received, 
refused or rejected the votes, and that on a true count 
he would get the largest number of valid votes. Tne 
Tribunal rejected the application for inspection. The 
High Court, however, was of opiriTSil, inter aria, that 
the Tribunal rejected the application lor inspection 
without adequate reasons. The matter then went to 
the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court’s views rele- 
vant for our purposes In the present application, nave 
been expressed in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of the judg- 
ment of Shah J. at pages 1251 and 1252. The relevant 
observations are as follows; 

“5.,. .The Tribunal' rightly rejected this plea (the pleas 
of Inspection), for by the mere production of the sealed 
boxes pursuant to its order the ballot papers did not 
become part of the record and they were not liable to 
be inspected unless the Tribunal was satisfied that suen 
inspection was in the circumstances of the case neces- 
sary in the ihterests of justice- 

6. An election petition must contain a concise state- 
ment of the material facts on which the petitioner relies 
in support of his case. If such material facts are set 
out the Tribunal has undoubtedly the power to direct 
discovery and inspection of documents with which a 
civil court Is invested under the Code of Civil Proce- 
dure when trying a suit- But the power which the 
civil Court may exercise in the trial of suits Is confined 
to the narrow limits of order 11 Code of Civil Proce- 
dure. Inspection of documents under Order 11 Code 
of Civil Procedure may be ordered under R, 15, of 
documents which are referred to in the pleadings or 
particulars as disclosed in the affidavit of documents 
of the other party, and under R. 18(2) of other docu- 
ments in the possession or power of the pther party. 
The returning officer is not a party to an election peti- 
tion and an order for production of the ballot papers 
cannot be made under Order 1 i Code of Civil Proce- 
dure. But the Election Tribunal is not on that account 
without authority in respect of the ballot papers. In 
a proper case where the interests of justice demands 
it, the Tribunal may call qpon the Returning Officer 
to produce the ballot papers; and may permit inspec- 
tion by the parties before it of the ballot papers that 
power is clearly Implicit in sections 100(1) d(iii), 101, 
102 and Ruje 93 of the Conduct of Election Rules, 1961. 
This power to order inspection of the ballot papers 
which Is apart from Order 1 1 Code of Civil Procedure 
may bp exercised, subject to the statutory restrictions 
about the secrecy of the ballot paper prescribed by 
sections 94 and 128(1). 

7. An order for Inspection may not be granted as a 
matter of course: having regard to the insistence upon 
the secrecy of the ballot papers, the court would be 
justified in granting order for inspection provided two 
conditions are fulfilled: 

(1) that the petition for setting aside an election 
contains an adequate statement of the material facts 
on which the petitioner relies in support of his case; 
and 

(ii) the Tribunal is prime facie satisfied that in order 
to decide the dispute and to do complete justice bet- 
ween the parties Inspection of the ballot papers is neces- 
sary. But an order for Inspection of ballot papers 
cannot be granted to support vague pleas made in the 
petition not supported by material facts or fish out evi- 
dence to support such pleas, The case of the petitioner 
must be set out with precision supported by averments 
of material facts. To establish a case so pleaded an 
order for Inspection may undoubtedly, if the interests 
of justice require, be granted. But a mere allegation 
that the petitioner suspects or believes that there has 
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been an improper reception, refusal or rejection of 
votes will not be sufficient to support an order for ins- 
pection.” 

The Supreme Court has held that the allegation oi 
Kxdwai the election petitioener that he was satisfied 
that on inspection and scrutiny oi ballot papers he 
would be able to demonstrate that there had been 
wrong counting on account of improper reception, 
refusal or rejection of votes was wholly insufficient to 
justify a claim for inspection and has reversed the deci- 
sion of the High Court. 

Mr. Chatterjee, Learned Counsel for the respondent 
No. 4 has urged that in this case the election petitioner 
had asked for inspection of ballot papers prior to trial 
on evidence. And the Supreme Court has taken the 
view that inspection cannot be allowed for fishing out 
evidence. It is true that the petitioner had not adduced 
evidence in support of the plea that there was improper 
reception, refusal and rejection of votes. But on the 
pleadings that are necessary to support an order of 
inspection, the general principles have been laid down 
in this judgment- The petitioner must set out his case 
with precision supported by avsrmems of material 
facts. Vague allegations of improper reception, refu- 
sal or rejection of votes would not entitle the petitioner 
to an inspection of the ballot papers having regard to 
the secrecy of the ballot provided for in the law. As 
to the power of a Court or Tribunal to direct a trial 
on evidence though the pleadings are inadequate, there 
are other judgments which we shall consider a little 
later. 

The next case of the Supreme Court on which reli- 
ance was placed by counsel for the respondent No. 2 
was the case of Jagjit Singh vs. Giant Kartar Singh 
reported in AIR 1966 S.C. at page 773. In this case 
one of the prayers in the election petition was for ins- 
pection of the ballot boxes and a recount of votes. 
The Tribunal allowed inspection of the ballot boxes 
and as result of recount declared the appellant to have 
been elected. The Tribunal found that the result of the 
election, so far as it concerned the returned candidate 
had been materially affected by the improper reception 
of votes in hi s favour which were void and by the im- 
proper rejection of valid votes polled in favour of the 
appellant. One of the principal-questions before the 
Supreme Court was whether the Tribunal was justified 
in allowing inspection of the ballot boxes in this pro- 
ceeding. In paragraph 31 at page 783 of the judgment 
the Supreme Court has answered this question. The 
observations are a s follows: 

“The true legal position in this matter is no longer 
in doubt. Section 92 of the Act which defines the 
powers of the Tribunal in terms, confers on it. by clause 
(a), the powers which are vested in a Court under the 
Code of Civil Procedure when trying a suit, inter alia, 
in respect of discovery and inspection. Therefore, in 
a proper case, the Tribunal can order the inspection 
of the ballot boxes and may proceed to examine the 
objections raised by the parties in relation to the im- 
proper acceptance or rejection of the voting papers. 
But in exercising this power, the Tribunal has to bear 
in mind certain important considerations. Section 
83(1) (a) of the Act requires that an election petition 
shall contain a concise statement of the material facts 
on which the petitioner relies: and in every case, where 
a prayer is made by the petitioner for the inspection 
of the ballot boxes, the Tribunal must enquire whether 
ihe application made by the petitioner in that behalf 
contains a concise statement of the material facts on 
which he relies. Vague or general allegations that 
valid votes were improperly rejected, or invalid votes 
were improperly accepted, would not serve the purpose 
which section 83(1) (a) ha s in mind. An application 
made for inspection of ballot boxes must give material 
facts which would enable the Tribunal to consider 
whether in the interests of justice, the ballot boxes 
should be inspected or not. In dealing with this ques- 
tion, the importance of the secrecy of the ballot papers 
cannot be ignored. And it is always to be borne in 
mind that the statutory rules framed under the Act are 


intended to provide adequate safeguard for the exami- 
nation ox the validity or invalidity' of votes or u>r their 
proper counting. It may be that in some cases, the 
ecus oi justice would make it necessary lor me iriou- 
nai to aiiow a party to mspeci the ballot boxes and 
consider ms objections about the impioper acceptance 
or improper rejection of vole s tendered by votes at ar:y 
given election; but m considering me requirements of 
justice, care must be taken to see that election peti- 
tioners do not get a chance to make roving or fishing 
enquiry in the ballot boxes so as to justify their claim 
that the returned candidate’s election is void. We ao 
not propose to lay down any hard and fast rule in this 
matter; indeed, to attempt to Jay down such a rule 
would be inexpedient and unreasonable.’’ 

In the next paragraph the Supreme Court has con- 
sidered the various rules relating to counting ana says: 
“We have referred broadly to the scheme of these 
Rules to emphasise the point that the election petitioner 
who is a defeated candidate, has ample opportunity 1 1 
examine the voting papers before they are counted, 
and in case the objections raised by him or his election 
agent have been improperly overruled, he knows pre- 
cisely the nature of the objections raised by him and 
the voting papers to which those objections related. It 
is in the light of this background that section 83(1) of 
the Act has to be applied to the petitions made for ins- 
pection of ballot boxes. Such an application must con- 
tain a concise staternent of the material facts." The 
Supreme Court has upheld the High Court’s view that 
the Tribunal was in error in allowing jnspeciion of the 
ballot boxes. 

In this case, therefore, there is an indication that m 
terms of section 83(1) an election petition asking for a 
recount should contain material iaci s as to the voting 
papers to which objections, were raised but were im- 
properly over-ruled. The petitioner should give parti- 
culars as to the (a) nature of the objections and (b) 
the ballot papers lo which those objections related. 

Counsel for the respondent No. 2 then relied on the 
Supreme Court’s recent judgment in Jitendra Bahadur 
Singh vs. Krishna Behari reported in AIR 1970 S.C. at 
page 276. In the election petition here, the following 
allegations were made: 

“1. Only one counting agent was permitted at each 
table whereas three persons were doing the counting 
work simultaneously and it was impossible for one 
man to look into and detect the wrong acts of three 
persons at the same time. 

Under this head it was further mentioned that the 
counting staff wa s from amongst the Government ser- 
vants who had gone on two months strike before the 
election and during the elections they had adopted a 
hostile attitude towards the congress candidates and 
had made efforts to bring about their defeat: 

2. The bundle of votes of either candidates were 
neither properly made nor properly scrutinised; 

3. About 5000 votes of the Congress candidate were 
improperly rejected ignoring the protests of Mr. Mal- 
hotra. the election agent of the Congress nominee; 

4. Invalid votes were counted in favour of the return- 
ee candidate. The votes of the Congress candidate 
were counted for the returned candidate.” 

The Allahabad High Court made in this case an order 
permitting inspection of the packets of the ballot papers 
containing the accepted as well as rejected votes of the 
candidates. The Supreme Court has set aside this 
order. In paragraph 7 of the judgment the Supreme 
Court refers to its earlier decisions reported in AIR 
1964 S.C. 1249 and AIR 1966 S.C. 773 (already consider- 
ed by me) and proceeds to state: 

“These and other decisions of this Court and of the 
High Courts have laid down certain basic requirements 
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to be satisfied before an Election Tribunal can permit 
the inspection of ballot papers. They are: — 

(1) That the petition for setting aside the election 
must contain an adequate statement of the material 
facts on which the petitioner relies in support of his 
case and (2) The Tribunal must be prima facie satisfied 
that in order to decide the dispute and to do complete 
justice between the parties, inspection of the ballot 
papers is necessary.’’ 

In paragraph 8 of this Judgment the Supreme Court 
points out some of the defects in the pleadings I have 
set out above. The Supreme Court says: “The Trial 
Court was of the opinion that if an election petitioner 
in his election petition gives some figures as to the 
rejection of valid votes and acceptance of invalid votes, 
the same must (not?) be considered as an adequate 
statement of material facts. In the instant case apart 
from giving certain figures whether true or imaginary, 
the petitioner has not disclosed in the petition the 
basis on which he arrived at those figures. His bald 
assertions that he got those figures from the counting 
agents of the Congress nominee cannot afford the 
necessary basis. He did not say in the petitioh who 
those workers were and what is the basis of their in- 
formation. It is not his case that they maintained 
any notes or that he examined their notes, if there were 
any. The material facts required to be stated are those 
facts which can be considered as materials supporting 
the allegations made. In other words, they must be 
such facts as to afford a basis for the allegations made 
in the petition. The facts stated in paragraphs 13 and 
14 of the election petition and in schedule “E”, are 
mere allegations and are not material facts supporting 
those allegations. This Court in insisting that the elec- 
tion petitioner should state in the petition the material 
facts was referring to a point of subestance and not of 
mere form.. The material facts disclosed by the peti- 
tioner must afford an adequate basis for the allegations 
made.” In paragraph 9 the Supreme Court considers 
the effect of section 47 of the Representation of People 
Act. 1951 and states; “The peitioner did not state in 
the election petition that any of the counting agents 
appointed by the Congress candidate or his election 
agent in accordance with the Rules had been refused 
admission to the place of counting. Hence the allega- 
tion that the returning officer did not permit enough 
number of counting agents to be appointed is not sup- 
ported by any statement of facts necessary to be stated. 
In other words, the material facts relating to the alle- 
gations made have not been stated.” 

In paragraph 10 it is observed: “Now coming to the 
rejection of the votes polled in favour of the Congress 
nominee, under the rules before a vote is rejected the 
agents of the candidates must be permitted to examihe 
the concerned ballot paper. Therefore it was quite 
easy for them to note down the serial number of the 
concerned ballot papers. The election petition is silent 
as to the inspection of ballot papers or whether the 
coun'mg agents had noted down the serial numbers of 
thos^ ballot papers or whether those agents raised any 
objection relating to the validity of those ballot papers; 
if so who those agents are and what are the serial 
number of the ballot papers to which _e_ach one of them 
advanced their objections. ' These again are material 
facts required to be stated.” 

Mr. Chatterjee learned counsel for the election peti- 
tioner, submits that this judgment of the Supreme 
Court was delivered In an appeal from an interlocutory 
order permitting inspection of ballot papers. No oral 
evidence was taken" on' the averments in the election 
petition. The Supreme Court had sent the matter back 
to the Trial Judge for trial in accordance with law. 
Moreover, in this case no application was made, to the 
returning officer for recounting. Mr. Chatterjee has 
urged that in the instant case he wants to adduce evi- 
dence justifying the necessity for an order for a recount 
and the election petitioner should not be deprived of 
the opportunity of adducing the relevant evidence. 


At this stage I only intend to observe that evidence 
can be adduced only in support of facts alleged in the 
petition. And if the petition does not contain the mate- 
rial facts, the court cannot allow a party to call with- 
nesses to supply the deficiencies in pleading. 

What these ‘material’ facts are in relation to an order 
for a recount has been repeatedly pointed out by the 
Supreme Court in the decisions cited above. It is true 
that in the last cited case the Supreme Court has direct- 
ed the trial judge to proceed with the trial in accord- 
ance with law. But it seems to me that this direction 
was given with reference to the other allegations in the 
petition apart from allegations to support an order for 
recounting. From the judgment it appears that the 
election of the appellant was challenged on various 
grounds but the Supreme Court made it clear that its 
present judgment was confined only to the allegations 
relating to the irregularity in the scrutinising and 
counting of votes. In this connection, I may once 
again advert to the Supreme "Chuffs views expressed 
in Jagjit Singh’s case reported in AIR 1966 S.C. 773. 
In this case the Tribunal allowed a recounting and 
came to the conclusion that the result of ffle election, 
so far as the returned candidate was concerned, had 
been materially affected by improper reception and re- 
jection of votes; but the Supreme Court in unmistak- 
able language deprecates the practice of allowing ins- 
pection of ballot papers without material averments. 
In paragraph 35 at pages 784 and 785 of the judgment 
the Supreme Court has said: .The order passed by 
the Tribunal clearly shows that the Tribunal did not 
apply its mind to the question as to whether sufficient 
particulars had been mentioned - by the appellant in his 
application for inspection. All that the Tribunal has 
observed is that a prima facie case has been made out 
for examining the ballot papers; it has also referred to 
the fact that the appellant has in his own statement 
supported the contention and that the evidence laid by 
him prima facie justifies his prayer for inspection of 
ballot papers. In dealing with this question, the Tri- 
bunal should have first enquired whether the applica- 
tion made by the appellant satisfied the requirements 
of section 83(1) of the Act: and, in our opinion, on the 
aBegations made, there can be only one answer and that 
is against the appellant. We have carefully considered 
the allegations made by the appellant in his election 
petition as well as those made by him in his applica- 
tion for inspection, and we are satisfied that the said 
allegations are very vague and general, and the whole 
object of the appellant in asking for inspection was to 
make a fishing enquiry with a view to find out some 
material to support his case that the respondent No. 1 
has received some invalid votes and that the appellant 
had been denied some valid votes. Unless an applica- 
tion for inspection of ballot papers makes out a proper 
case, for such inspection, it would not be right for the 
Tribunal to open the ballot boxes and allow a party to 
inspect the ballot papers, and examine the validity or 
invalidity of the ballot papers contained in it. If such 
a course is adopted, it would inevidably lead to the 
opening of ballot boxes almost in every case, and that 
would plainly be inconsistent with the schema of the 
statutory rules and with the object of keeping the ballot 
papers secret. That is why we are satisfied that the 
High Court was right in coming to the conclusion that 
the appellant had failed to make out a case for the 
inspection of the ballot boxes fh this case.” 

In view of these observations of the Supreme Court, 
I cannot allow the election petition to be tried on evi- 
dence, as desired by counsel for the petitioner, unless 
I am satisfied that the material facts necessary for an 
order for recounting have been alleged in the instant 
case in the petition itself. By bringing withnesses Into 
the Witness Box the petitioner cannot be permitted to 
Improve upon his allegations in the petition- Refe- 
rence may also be made in this connection to the ease 
of Jamuna Prosad vs. Rhri Rarrmiva s A.I.R. (1959) 
Madhya Pradesh 226. It has been observed in para- 
graphs 12 and 13 of the judgment at page 229 that in 
the absence of particulars of corrupt practices an elec- 
tion petition cannot be allowed to go to trial. On q 
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parity of reasoning If “material facts’’ for recounting 
are not stated in the petition a trial on evidence can- 
not be ordered. Oral evidence cannot be adduced to 
All up “material facts’’ which ought to have been alleg- 
ed in the petition itself, 

I may now refer to a few other decisions on which 
counsel for the petitioner had relied. My attention 
was drawn to the Supreme Court's decision in Jagan 
Nath vs. Jaswant Singh and urs. reported in ‘JE.L.R; 
The Supreme Court has held in this case that the provi- 
sions contained in section 32 of the Representation of 
People Act, 1951 that all duly nominated candidates 
shall be joined as paTties to an election petition is only 
a directory provision. Failure to implead a candidate 
who has withdrawn his candidature is therefore not a 
fatal defect, and an election petition cannot be dismiss- 
ed in limine for failure to implead such a canddiate. 
The Supreme Court is of opinion that the Tribunal 
should proceed in such a case in the manner provided 
in the Civil Procedure Code, which has been made ap- 
plicable to the trial of election petitions, and it can 
permit candidates who have not been impleaded to be 
made parties to the petition. 

Mr. Chatterjee has submitted to me on the basis of 
the above decision that, like section 82. section 83 is 
also a merely directory provision' and ap election peti- 
tion cannot bo dismissed altogether for non-compliance 
with any of the provisions of section 83, 

1 have to observe that in the above judgment the 
Supreme Court reserved its final opinion on matters 
specifically covered, inter alia, by section 83. And so 
far as order for recount is concerned, 1 am unable to 
accept Mr, Chalterjee's view that non-compliance with 
section 83(1) (a) is not fatal to an election petition in 
view of the Supreme Court’s repeated pronounce- 
ments on this subject I have already referred to. 

Reliance was then placed on the Supreme Court’s 
decisions in Bhikaji Keshao Joshi vs. Brijlalal Bimini , 
10 E.L.R. 357 and Harish Chandra vs. Triloki Singh 
12 E.L.R. 4G1. In the first case the Supreme Court has 
pointed out that If full particulars of some of the cor- 
rupt practices alleged are not given, the Tribunal should 
call for better particulars and can strike out-charges 
only upon non-compliance with the order for better 
particulars. In the second case at pages 470 to 471 It 
has been stated that If the grounds on which an elec- 
tion is sought to be set aside are something other than 
the commission of corrupt or illegal practices, e.g., 
when it is stated that the nomination had been wrongly 
accepted or that the returned candidate was not entitl- 
ed to stand for election, then section 83(2) has no appli- 
cation and the requirements of section 83 (It are satis- 
fied when facts relating to those objections are stated. 
The Supreme Court points out that the facts to be 
stated under section 83(1) are thus different from the 
particulars which have to be given under section 83(2). 
When, therefore, an election Is challenged on the 
ground that th e candidate has committed the corrupt 
practices mentioned In section 123 instances constitut- 
ing particulars thereof will properly fall within section 
83(2) apd not section 83(1). 

These two cases are not relevant for the points under 
consideration in tho present case. It is obvious that 
there are differences between “material facts” in sec- 
tion 83(1' and ‘‘full particulars of any corrupt prac- 
tice” in Section 83(2). The Madras High Court in 
S. Kandaswami vs. S. B. Adityan, 19 E,L,R. 260 has 
considered the distinction between “material facts” in 
section 83(1) (a) and “full particulars of any corrupt 
practice” in section 83(1) (b). The Madras High Court 
says: "The section snakes a distinction between mate- 
rial facts and particulars. Material facts are those 
which will go to make out the petitioner’s case forming 
the chance aeninst the respondent. If Jhe material 
facts constitute a corrupt practice, certain amount of 
detail would bo necessary to ensure clearness. The 
object of insisting on such details or particulars Is to 
prevent surprise at the trial as otherwise the respon- 
dent would not know for certain what is the real point 


In dispute. The function of tht* particulars is therefore 
to point out or indicate the nature of the defence ex- 
pected of the respondent- It cannot, however, mean a 
disclosure of the evidence which the petitioner has to 
let in.” 

The Madras High Court in this case has also referred 
to the decision in Bruce vs. Odhama Press Ltd. (1936) 
I.K.B. 097 at page 712 Scott L.J. has construed the 
relevant rules of the Supreme Court and has stated 
that the word “material” means necessary for the pur- 
pose of formulating a complete cause of action; and 
if any ono “material” fact is omitted, the statement of 
claim is bad; it is “demurrable” in the old phraseology, 
and in the new is liable to be “struck out”; “a further 
and better statement of claim’’ may be ordered. Scott, 
L.J. then goes on to say that the function of “parti- 
culars" is quite different. Their function is to fill in 
the picture of the plaintiff’s cause of action with In- 
formation sufficiently detailed to put the defendent on 
his guard as to the case he has to meet and to enable 
him to prepare for trial. 

In this case we are concerned with the material facts 
that must be stated for a complete cause of action for 
an order lor recount and not with particulars of cor- 
rupt practice. The Supreme Court’s decisions on these 
“particulars’’ are not, therefore, apposite for our pur- 
poses. 

Bearing in mind the Supreme Court’s observations 
in the cases cited above on ‘material facts’ required in 
a petition praying for inspection of ballot papers or a 
recount of votes, let us try to analyse the averments 
made in the petition in the instant case to see If, in 
the interest of justice, ary order for recount should be 
made, The relevant allegations are In paragraph 8 of 
the petition, This paragraph has been verified by the 
petitioner as “based on information received Irom Shri 
Chandra Sekhar Bose the election agent of the respon- 
dent No. 4 and his countirg agents affidavits from five 
of whom are annexed to this petition and believed by 
me to be true,” No affidavit of Chandra Sekhar Bose 
was filed along with the elecTon petition on the 24th 
April, 1971. The period of limitation prescribed by 
section 81 of the Representation of the People Act. 
1951 expired on the 27th April 1971 and Chandra 
Sekhar Bose has affirmed a belated affidavit on the 
13th July, 1971 which was filed on the i4th July. 1971. 
In this affidavit (paragraph 1) he says that he attended 
a bipartite meeting with the management of the Life 
Insurance Corporation of India which was held in 
Bombay from the 19th to the 24th April, 1971. He 
says further that he left Calcutta, on the 16th April 
and came back to Calcutta on the 26th April, 1971. 
There Is no explanation as to why he could not affirm 
his affidavit between the 27fh April 1971 and the 12th 
July, 1971. Nor i6 there any explanation as to why he 
did not affirm his affidavit before leaving Calcutta on 
the lfith April. 1971 since he was the only person who 
was in a position to speak generally about imp~opm 
reception or rejection 6f votes at the dlfferert tables 
in the counting hall. The five counting agents whose 
affidavits have been filed with the election petition 
have no doubt, stated that the allegations in paragraph 
8 of the election petition are true to their knowledge- 
hut no importance can be attached to this verification 
Inasmuch as a countin' 1 anent can only speak of inci- 
dents that had occurred at his table and not at other 
tables. He can, however, speak of some general 
matters and T shall make my observations on such 
matters later on. 

So far as Chandra Sekhar is concerned I am 

unable to take any notice of the rev facts that he ha.* 
introduced into hio affidavit. The Supreme Court in 
it- recent judgment on “amendments" 1" the ease of 
A K. Gupta Hr Son.? Ltd. vs. D amodar Valley Corpora- 
tion ATR 1967 S.C. 90 In paragraph 9 at. noge 98 has 
caterogically stated that no amendment will be allowed 
to Introduce a new set of ideas to the prejudice of any 
right acquired by any party by lapse of time. 
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With these preliminary observations I proceed to 
examine the allegations in paragraph 8 oi the petition 
It is stated In paragraph 8 ( i) : “There were a number 
ot transistors inside the counting hall when the count- 
ing of the votes was going on and they were brought 
by the counting agents ot respondents 2 and 3. The 
noise of the transistors seriously interfered with the 
counting work and the returning officer did not take 
any steps In spite of requests made on behalf of the 
respondent No. 4,’’ 

Chandra Sckhar Bose in paragraph 3 of Iris affidavit 
has made similar allegations; but he proceeds to add 
what the Supreme Court describes “as a new set of 
ideas.” He says; “It (the operation of transistors 
“blaring out news and music") was seriously interfer- 
ing with counting work and the counting assislanls 
were counting negligently and without applying their 
mihds. I saw the counting assistants inserting ballot 
papers of the respondent No. 4 into the bundles of res- 
pondents Nos. 2 and 3. I protested to the returning 
officer as well as to the assistant returning officer. 1 
also asked them to cause the transistors to be removed 
^But they did not heed these protests.” 

It is rather difficult to believe that Ihe reluming 
officer who wq,s the Collector of Stamp Revenue in 
Calcutta and his assistant returning officer did not take 
any steps agairjit the playing ot transistors in the 
counting hail even though their attention was drawn to 
the disturbance that these transistors were creating. 
The returning officer in paragraph 8(1) of his written 
statement has specifically denied these allegations, 
Secondly, in the election petition itself the most vital 
averments have not been made. There is no statement 
that the use of transistors in the counting hall by the 
counting agents of the respondents Nos. 2 and 3 led to 
miscounting of votes. Chandra Sekhar Bose has at- 
tempted to fill in the lacuna by stating a new fact 
namely, that he saw the counting assistants inserting 
ballot papers of the respondent No. 4 into the bundles 
of the respondents Nos. 2 and 3, This fact does not 
appear in the petition; but even if I take it into consi- 
deration the most material fact Chandra Sekhar Bose 
has omitted to state, nameJy the actual number ol ballot 
papers that were negligently inserted Into the bundles 
of the respondents Nos. 2 and 3. There arc also no 
particulars of the counting tables at which the alleged 
insertions had taken place. Then again, it Is interest- 
ing to note that Chandra Sekhar Bose applied to the 
returning officer for a recount on the 13th March, 1971. 
In this application nothing whatsoever is stated about 
the disturbance caused by the transistors which the 
counting agents of the other candidates had inducted 
into the counting hall or the effect, thereof It is true 
that an election petitioner need not be confined to the 
grounds urged before the returning officer: vide Velus- 
wami Thevar vs. Raja Nainar, 17 E.L.R. 131 at page 
189. But If unrestricted use of transistors went on 
within the counting hall despite protests, it would be 
but reasonable to expect some kind of allegation to this 
effect in the application for a recount mode to the re- 
turning officer. The absence of such allegation, in my 
view, weakness the election petitioner’s case to a great 
extent,. The cumulative effect of all these infirmities 
in the Instant case is that I cannot allow a recount on 
this ground- Mr. Chatterjee, cournel for the petitioner, 
draw my attention to paragraph 11(1) (d) of the peti- 
tion, It contains the petitioner’s “submission’’ only 
that an anarchic situation prevailed in the hall of 
counting as alleged, inter alia, in paragraph fl(i). 1 Cto 
not think this ‘submission’ especially relied on by Mr. 
Chatterjee strengthens the petitioner’s case. 

In paragraph 8 (ii ) the allegation is: “On the 11th 
March, 1971. simultaneous counting was going on in 
respect of South-Beliaghat, Vidvasagar and Scaldah. 
On that date the counting in respect of the Oosstpore 

Constituency was going on an,} announcement was 

being off and on made to the effect that the Congress 

candidate in that constituency was maintaining 

and/or increasing his lead over the C.P.I.(M) 

candidate, Whenever such an announcement was being 
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made, the counting — assistants who belonged to the 
group or groups hostile to C,P.I.(M) crowded round the 
transistors leaving the counting tables, causing near 
anjr.'hy to prevail in the counting hall at these 

moments. The final news of the deleat of 

I C.R.l.(M) candidate] came at about 9 p.m. on 
tne ilth March, 1971 and the counting assistants 
then burst into applause and joyous shouts and 
complete anarchy prevailed for about half an 
hour at that time and the majority of the counting 
assistants left the counting tables. Even the assistants 
of tne presiding officer the table where the counting 
for Vidyasagar constituency was going on left the 
counting table. Throughout 11th March, 1971 the at- 
mosphere in the counting hall was not congenial for 
counting.” 

It is to be observed that in this sub-paragraph there 
is n 0 specific allegation of miscounting. The petitioner 
merely complains that there was an uncongenial at- 
mosphere in the counting hall- Chandra Sekhar Bose, 
however, in paragraphs 5 and G ot his affidavit has 
added a few facts. He says that before his ‘very eves' 
the counting assistants ‘deliberately inserted the respon- 
dent No. 4’ s ballot papers in bunches into the bundles 
of the respondents Nos. 2 and 3. He adds further that 
protests were made by him as well his counting agents 
to ^ the counting assistants, the assistant returning 
officer and the returning officer; but these protests Went 
unheeded. He alleges that the entire counting was 
being done in a fraudulent manner and the counting 
assistants, the assistant returning officer and the re- 
turning officer were all obviously hostile to the C.P.l.(M) 
candidate. Apart from these being new facts, the most 
remarkable feature is that Chandra Sekhar Bose has 
omitted to state even approximately how many ballot 
papers of the respondent No. 4 were ‘deliberately’ in- 
serted into the bundles of the respondent Nos. 2 and 3. 
He could have also given particulars of the counting 
tables at which these incidents had occurred: hut ho 
has not chosen to do so. There are als ) no names of 
the counting agents who made protests or of Ihe count- 
ing assistants to whom the protests were made. And, 
strangely enough, there is no mention of any of these 
facts in his " '' ■•counting to the returning 

officer. On . of thi- nature, therefore, 

the Supreme prevent me from making 

an order for recount. I would add that the returning 
officer has denied the allegations in paragraph 8(ii) of 
the petition in paragraph G ( ii ) of his written state- 
ment. I shall moke further observations on the Vidya- 
sagar Constituency later In this judgment. 

In paragraph 8(iii) ot the petition it la. alleged; 
“There was an acrimonious wordy duel between the 
presiding officer at Vidyasagar and his assistants on 
11th March, 1971. The exchanges that went on bet- 
ween them, were carried on in such a loud voice that 
there was serious disturbance to .-ounling and the 
other counting assistants became visibly unmindful. 
As stated above, the atmosphere In the counting hnll 
was seriously uncongenial to counting.” 

These are again vague allegations completely lacking 
in particulars that So to constitute “material facts” for 
mi order for a recount apart from further comments on 
ihe Vidynsagar Constituency 1 which I shnll subsequent- 
ly make. 

In paragraph 8(iv) of the petition the statements are: 
“Both on Uth March, 1971 and 13th March, 1971 count- 
in -> assistants were paid their remuneration while toe 
counting was going on- At the time of, and dur ug 
payment of the remuneration, hulla went on and the 
counting assistants became unmindful to their work, 
left their tables and were thoroughly negligent In the 
business of counting. On 13th March, 1971 there was 
a further hulla, ard shouts and counter-shouts were 
raised for a considerable period of time over the 
quantum of remuneration. Whereas on 11th March. 
1971. the counting assistants were paid at the rate of 
Rs. 3.90 per day, on 13th March 1971 they demanded 
more on the ground that the work of counting was 
streneous and also prolonged. The demand was raised 
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to a high pitch and the officers came and went in vain 
attempt to persuade the counting assistants to resume 
working. Ultimately the employees became pacified 
only when they were promised at the rate of Rs. 9-00 
per day. This wrangling of the employees and demahd 
oi the employees for a higher rate of remuneration 
went on from 7 p.m, to 9 p.m." 

The election petitioner has stated all these facts to 
create the impression that counting did not take place 
m the proper atmosphere. But in the remaining state- 
ments he has made in this sub-paragraph he tails to 
state ‘material facts’ on the basis whereof the court 
can come to his aid. These remaining statements are: 
“This incident again shows that counting was carried 
on in an uncongenial and acrimonious atmosphere of 
quarrel, debate, struggle for higher wages and also 
political enthusiasm which was expressed in joyful 
shouts at the news of the defeat of C.P.I.(M) candidates. 
All this affected counting and the petitioner has every 
reason to believe that counting was in this atmosphere, 
perfunctory. Attention of the counting assistants was 
also, again and again diverted by the blaring of tran- 
sistors and also by exciting news broadcast through 
these transistors.’’ 

The Supreme Court ha 3 said repeatedly that the 
secrecy of the ballot cannot be disturbed by in-deter- 
minate allegations of this nature. The petitioner’s 
‘belief’ is immaterial. What is material is what the 
petitioner sees or knows and th e details thereof. 

Chandra Sekhar Bose in paragraph 7 of his affidavit 
reiterateg more or less these vague allegations; but he 
adds a few new facts which, if stated in the petition 
with full particulars and supporting affidavits might 
have persuaded me to think whether some kind of 
order for recount should be made. He says: “I found 
at many tables, the counting agents of respondent 
No. 2 sorting and arranging the ballot papers. Myself 
and some of my counting assistants, namely, Shri Saibal 
Ghose and Shri Rajendra Nath Ghose complained to 
the assistant returning officer and the returning officer, 
but, as usual th e complaints were unattended. “These 
are new facts not stated in the petition. Secondly, 
there are no particulars of the tables at which he saw 
the respondent No. 2’s counting agents sorting out or 
arranging the ballot papers. Thirdly, there Is no affi- 
davit by Saibal Ghose; but there is an affidavit by 
Rajendra Nath Ghose filed along with the petition and 
he does not say that he made any such complaint either 
to the assistant returning officer or the returning offi- 
cer. Last but not the least, these allegations do not 
find any place In Chandra Sekhar’s application to the 
returning officer for a recount. On all these grounds I 
am unable to agree with Mr. Chatterjee that there can 
be any order for recount on the footing of what Is 
stated in paragraph 8(iv) of the election petition. 

I now proceed to paragraph 8(v). It Is alleged: 
“Each counting table was very narrow’ and the counting 
assistants sat with upright wooden pigeon holes. The 
table was so narrow that only two counting agents 
could Sit by each side of the counting-assistants and 
on many occasions the counting agents of the respon- 
dent No. 4 could not secure any chair by the side of 
the counting assistants- The chair opposite to the 
counting assistants was useless for observing ahd wat- 
ching the counting because the wooden upright pigeon- 
hole completely obstructed the sight of the agents. 
Particularly, when the counting for Burtolia Consti- 
tuency was done on 13th March, 1971, from the begin- 
ning to th e end, from about 8-30 a.m. on 13th March 
to 1 a.m. on 14th March 1971, no counting agent of the 
respondent No. 4 could sit on either side of the count- 
ing assistants (who) belonged to group or groups hostile 
to C.P.I.(M), irregularities were committed in counting 
and ballot papers in favour of the respondent No, 4 
had been bound and mixed with ballot papers in favour 
of the respondent No. 2 and the respondent No. 3 and 
the result of the counting was thereby grossly affected 
It was not possible for counting agents to observe the 
counting from behind the counting assistants, just 
because there was no room for standing,” 


These are worthless allegations and Court can take 
any notice of them. In the election petition the peti- 
tioner has repeatedly said that he had made various 
complaints to the returning officer or the assistant re- 
turning officer; but, it is interesting that, in the case of 
allegations in this sub-paragraph he does not say that 
the attention of the said officers or any oi them was 
drawn to the Inconveniences of the counting agents 
of the respondent No. 4 complained of herein. Nor 
have these facts been referred to in Chandra Sekhar 
Bose’s application for recounting. Moreover, the sub- 
paragraph suffers from a palpable contradiction. If 
the counting agents of the respondent No. 4 were unable 
lo observe the counting, how could they see that the 
ballot papers of the respondent No. 4 were mixed up 
with the ballot papers of the respondents No. 2 or 37 
In any event, no particulars of these ballot papers at 
all have been stated in this sub-paragraph. On theae 
allegations, therefore, there can be no order In favour 
of the petitioner. 

We now come to praragraph 8(vi), It is stated: 
“Doubtful and/or rejected votes were disposed of by 
the returning officer in the absence of the election agent 
oi the respondent No. 4 and of the respondent No. 4 
and/or aiiy of his counting agents.” 

This sub-paragraph contradicts sub-paragraph (xvi). 
In this sub-paragraph the allegation is: “A large num- 
ber of votes amounting to 11,812 were rejected and 
those included a large number cast in favour of the 
respondent No. 4 which were improperly rejected 
without any valid reason- If those had not been re- 
jected. the respondent No. 4 would have received subs- 
tantially more than 2,447 votes by which he was defeat- 
ed by respondent No. 2. Similarly votes which should 
have been rejected have been counted in favour of 
respondent J4o. 2.” 

There cannot be an order for a recount on tho basis 
of paragraph 8 (vi) as it contradicts paragraph 8 (xvi). 
If doubtful or rejected votes were disposed of in the 
absence of the respondent No. 4 and his election agent 
and his counting agents, the election petitioner’s state- 
ments in paragraph 8 (xvi) were wholly unwarranted. 
There cannot also be an order for a recount on the 
basis of sub-paragraph (xvi) inasmuch as these are but 
vague allegations without any detailg of the ballot 
papers of the respondent No. 4 actually rejected or 
those In favour of the respondent No. 2 improperly 
accepted. 

Let us now go to paragraph 8 (xvi)- Here it is stat- 
ed; “That the members of the counting staff were 
intensely hostile to the candidates of Communist Party 
(Marxist). In course of counting, a large number of 
valid vote s cast in favour of the respondent No. 4 were 
not counted as valid votes and similarly a large num- 
ber of invalid votes which should not have been 
counted In favour of respondents 2 and 3 were counted 
as valid votes in favour of the said respondents.” 

The petitioner has been complaining over and over 
again of the hostility of the counting assistants. No. 
such complaint was made in the application for recount 
to the returning officer. Assuming that such hostility 
existed, the Court cannot direct a recount of votes 
unless it 1 b satisfied that as a result of the hostility the 
counting was not properly done. And it is for the 
election petitioner to state the 'material facts’ which 
lead to that conclusion. In the instant case such 
material facts have not been pleaded- A counting 
assistant may be against a particular political party; 
but the Court must be convinced that in Ihe discharge 
of his duties as counting assistant, he had acted In a 
manner prejudicial to that party’s interests. Far from 
giving the ‘material facts’ the election petitioner has 
only made vague allegations in the rest of this sub- 
paragraph and has gievn no particulars of the valid 
votes which were not counted and the invalid votes 
which were counted. 

In paragraph 8(vfil) the averment Is: “That, while 
bundles of 50 ballot papers each were being made in 
favour of the different candidates, ballot papers cast in 
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favour o t the respondent No. 4 were put inside the 
bundles, made lor the respondents Nos. 2 and 3 and, as 
the ballot papers were folded, the counting agents ol 
the respondent No. 4 were not able to "Check from the 
outside that the bundles made lor the respondents 2 
and 3 concealed the ballot papers cast in favour ol the 
respondent No. 4.” 

There could not have been better Instances of wild 
and vague allegations which the Supreme Court has 
time and again discouraged and I am unable to act on 
them. 

In paragraph 8(ix) it is alleged: "that such conceal- 
ment ol ballot papers cast in lavour ol the respondent 
No. 4 in the budles made for the respondents 2 and 
3 occurred on a large scale in— Burtolia Constituency 
and Vidyasagar Constituency. As stated in the lore- 
going' paragraph 8(v) the counting agents ot the res- 
pondent No. 4 were not in a position to atch the 
counting because they did not get any seat by the side 
ol lho counting assistants. When counting was going 
on in Vidyasagar Constituency on 11th March, 1071, 
th£ counting agents ol the respondent No. 4 left the 
qiunting hail at about 8 in the evening in protest 
against the fraudulent operations of the counting assis- 
tants who were committing the illegalities mentioned 
above. They left when the returning officer did not 
heed their protest-’’ 

These are but reckless allegations. The petitioner 
himself is saying that the respondent No. 4’s counting 
agents were unable to watch the counting for the 
Burtolia Constituency, So far as Vidyasagar is con- 
cerned in the petition it is stated that the respondent 
No. 4's counting agents left at 8 p.m., but in the appli- 
cation for recount to the returning officer Chandra 
Sekhar Bose has said that when the votes of the Vidya- 
sugar Constituency were counted, the counting agents 
ol the respondent No. 4 ‘could not present’ inside the 
counting hall and Chandra Sekhar has "reasons to 
believe that error in counting has occurred.’’ It is 
obvious that the petitioner is not entitled to un inspec- 
tion ol the ballot papers on such vague and self- 
destructive allegations. 

In paragraph 8(x) it is averred; “The procedure 
adopted at the counting was to bind all the ballot 
papers in a Constituency alter getting them out ol the 
the ballot boxes in bundles of 25 and then to mix them 
up up a drum ahd thereafter to distribute these bundles 
to different counting tables. These bundles were then 
opened and the counting assistants placed the ballots 
In the pigeon holes marked for the respective candidates 
according as they have been cast in favour of one 
candidate or the other. There were two other pigeon 
holes lor rejected ballot papers and doubtful ballot 
papers. The counting assistants who were mostly hos- 
tile to the Communist Party (Marxist) and therefore to 
the Respondent No. 4 quietly slipped the ballot papers 
marked in favour of the Respondent No. 4 into the 
pigeon holes marked for Respondent Nos. 2 and 3. 
Thereafter separate bundles of 50 each were made of 
r the ballot papers respectively for the Respondent No. 4, 
Respondent No. 2 and Respondent No, 3 according to 
the pigeon holes wherefrom they were picked and in 
those bundles the ballot papers were so folded that 
from th,e outside none could see to whom the ballot 
papers were marked- The petitioner stales that many' 
bundles purporting to contain votes of Respondent 
No. 2 comprised of ballot papers marked to the Res- 
pondent No* 4. Such things particularly happened in 
Burtolia and Vidyasagar Constituency because, as 
stated above, the counting agents of the Respondent 
No. 4 could not watch the counting at Burtolia Consti- 
tuency and they left in protest when Vidhyasagar 
Constituency was being counted. Part II of form 16 
is filled in on the basis of the result of the counting of 
the bundles of accepted ballot papers.. Form No. 20, 
the final result sheet, is prepared on the basis of form 
No. 16 and Form No. 21 the result of election is pro- 
pared on the basis of the entries in Form No. 20- As 
Form No. 10 was not. and could not be correctly filled 
In because the entries therein are filled on the basis 


of bundles, the bundles being In this way incorrectly 
grouped, the result of the election has been wrongly 
declared-’’ 

These are instances of another set of wild allegations. 
There are no figures, no detailB ol specific ins Lances, no 
names ol persons who have watched the misdeeds of 
the counting assistants and no reference to any notes 
kept by them contemporaneously. Moreover, it is not 
even alleged in this sub-paragraph that any protests 
were lodged on behalf of the respondent No. 4. Then 
again, there are special references to the Burtolia and 
Vidyasagar Constituencies. With regard to Burtolia, 
the election petitioner's case i s that the respondent 
No. 4’s counting agents could not watch the counting 
owing to defective arrangements: vide paragraph 8(v). 
So far as Vidyasagar Is concerned, I have already 
pointed out that the case appears to be that no one 
was present on behalf of the respondent No- 4. In 
thes e circumstances, no order for inspection of ballot 
papers can be made on these allegations. 

In paragraph 8(xi) it is pleaded: “That many bundles 
of ballot papers cast in favour of the respondent No. 4 
though purporting to be of 50 each, actually contained 
more than 50 such papers whereas on the other hand 
similar bundles of the respondent No. 2 and 3 contained 
in many caseB less than 50 ballot papers.” 

These are but bald assertions of which I can take no 
notice. 

In paragraph 8(xil) it is stated: “that the respondent 
No. 1. the returning officer was not able to exercise 
supervision over Ihe acceptance of ballot papers by the 
counting assistants and he would scrutinise only those 
ballot papers, which were taken to him by the counting 
assistants or which were placed as doubtful ballot 
papers before him. In fact, neither the returning 
officer nor any assistant returning officer was present 
when the counting went on and the returning officer 
only come to the hall at the time of announcement of 
the result. He was keeping within his chamber in the 
building. The counting assistants who were politically 
hostile to the Communist Party (Marxist) candidate 
accepted even Invalid ballot papers In favour of the 
respondents 2 and 3 and counted them as valid votes. 

The returning officer has denied the allegations 
against him and his assistants in paragraph 8(xii) of 
hi s written statement- His ease appears to be, broadly 
speaking, that each counting hall was under the charge 
of two assistant returning officers who were present 
all through. The returning officer also was moving 
from hall to hall. At each counting table there were 
two counting assistants and one counting supervisor. 
The work of the supervisor was to maintain general 
supervision over the counting assistants. In my opi- 
nion, the returning officer could not have made better 
arrangements than this having regard to the circumst- 
ances Involved. It is not possible for a returning offi- 
cer and his assistants to watch constantly the perfor- 
mances of the counting assistants and their supervi- 
sions. The relevant rules do not also envisage such 
supervision. The real grievance of the petitioner seems 
to be that counting assistants hostile to the Communist 
(Marxist) party candidate accepted Invalid ballot 
papers In favour of the respondents 2 and 3 and 
counted them as valid votes; but he has given no parti- 
culars whatsoever of these invalid ballot papers. And 
in the absence of such particulars the Supreme Court 
has discouraged the practice of allowing inspection of 
ballot papers the secrecy whereof, according to their 
Lordships of the Supreme Court", has to be preserved 
as far as possible. 

In paragraph Slxm) the averment Is: "That when 
the counting wa s in process, the respondent No. 4’s 
election agent, his counting agents and the respondent 
No. 4 himself gave objections to the process and the 
various irregularities and illegalities that were being 
committed during the counting but the returning officer 
paid no heed to those objections. When written objec- 
tions were submitted to him, he refuused to give 
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receuptg for those objections. A n application for re- 
count was also given to him but that was also rejected 
by him. The returning officer also insisted "that in the 
application tor recount, allegations ol faulty process or 
counting and allegations against the counting assistants 
should not be included and that, if such allegations 
were included, he would not accept such application. 
Accordingly the election agent of the respondent No. 4 
was compelled to exclude from that application the 
allegations made in foregoing sub-paragraphs of this 
paragraph 8 a s otherwise the returning officer would 
not accept the application for recounting." In the con- 
text of the vague and reckless allegations which the 
election petitioner has made in the foregoing sub- 
paragraphs of paragraph 8, it is difficult to place any 
reliance on the charges against the returning officer 
in sub-paragraph (xiv). The returning officer his 
denied all these allegations in paragraph 6(xiii) of his 
written statement. If there was any truth in these 
allegations, the election petitioner, one can naturally 
expect, would have disclosed or annexed copies of the 
written objections which were filed on behalf of the 
respondent No. 4. The names of the counting agents 
who made objections, should have also been disclosed 
and the precise nature of each of their objections should 
have been pleaded- I shall also make my comments on 
the application for recount to the returning officer a 
little latter part from what I have stated here, 

I proceed now to paragraph 8(xiv). Here, it Is 
stated: “That forms 16 and 20 ware incorrectly filled 
in and the number of votes respectively secured by 
th e respondent No. 4 has been wrongly stated.” 

The allegations are too indefinite to be taken Into 
consideration, There are no particulars of the errors 
that were committed. 

In paragraph 8(xv) tho pleading Is: “Two ballot 
boxes of the Burtolla constituency were found tam- 
pered with. Their seals were broken and signed papers 
torn. The presiding officer of Burtolla Constituency' at 
first ordered that the votes contained in the aforesaid 
tampered boxes would not be counted but later ho re- 
voked this order and the votes were counted. While 
the first order was proper, the order revoking the pre- 
vious order was unreasonable and passed without any 
reason a'nd without hearing th e respondent No. 4 or his 
election agent or his counting agent- Moreover, when 
the order was reyoked and the tampered ballot boxes 
were counted the returning officer was not In sight and 
the respondent No. 4 has reason to believe that no refe- 
rence was made to him." 

The returning office in paragraph 6(vi) of the writ- 
ten statement has denied these allegations. Quite 
legitimately, he has stated further. “It is significant 
that n 0 such allegation was ever brought to the notice 
of the returning officer by anybody at the time of or 
after the counting.” 

To my mind, no seriousness can be attached to the 
allegations in paragraph 8(xv). It is not the petitio- 
ner’s case that any one complained to the returning 
officer on behalf of the respondent No. 4 that ballot 
papers in two tampered ballot boxes were being count- 
ed. The complaint was not made even In the applica- 
tion for recounting to the returning officer. Moreover, 
no particulars of these ballot holies have been given 
in the petition. Each ballot box, it is common 
knowledge, contains the votes of persons residing in 
specified areas. It wa s not at all difficult for the peti- 
tioner to tell the Court which these areas were- The 
petitioner could have also given particulars of the 
polling stations and the room numbers thereof in which 
these ballot boxes were placed. In any event, it is not 
the petitioner’s case that the result of the election has 
been materially affected by the irregular counting com- 
plained of. 1 am not, therefore, inclined to make an 
order for a recount on these allegations. 

These are all the sub-paragraphs of paragraph 8 of 
the petition. Broadly speaking, therefore, the petition 
does not contain the ‘material facts’ on which a prayer 


for recount can he allowed. Even when an attempt 
has been mad e to relate some ‘material facts’, such 
attempts are half hearted and are often self destruc- 
tive. In a case like this, in view of the Supreme 
Court’s interpretation of section 32(1) (a; of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951, no order in favour 
of the petitioner can be made. 

Before I conclude, however, I wish to make a few 
other observations. I have said that an election peti- 
tioner Is not bound by the allegations made in an appli- 
cation for recounting; but it is legitimate to look into 
such application to see what precisely the grievances 
were w'hen the returning officer was asked to make a 
recount. In the Instant case the grounds urged are as 
follows: — 

1. When the votes of the Vldyasagar Constituency 
were being counted the respondent No. 4's counting 
agents “could not he present.” The election agent, 
therefore, has “reasons to believe that error in counting 
has occurred.” 

2. A large number of votes in favour of respondent 
No. 4 have been improperly rejected. 

3. A good number of invalid votes in favour of Prof. 
Iliren Mukherjee have been ac-epted. 

4. The new system of counting has caused some con- 
fusion and there Is every chance for a good number of 
ballot papers either having been issued during count- 
ing or being doubly counted. 

The election agent has requested the returning officer 
to direct a recount of votes “in respect of all the consti- 
tuencies and particularly of Vidyasagar.'’ 

It is, indeed, surprising that there are no references 
in this application to (i) disturbances created by tran- 
sistors; (li) joyous of triumphant shouts on the victory 
of a Congress candidate; (lii) unseemly wordily duels 
between officers and counting assistantsi over remunera- 
tion; (iv) invisibility of counting due to up-right 
plgeohholes; (v) shortage of sitting accommodation to 
permit proper checking; (vi) inherent hostility of the 
counting stall' to the CPI(M) candidate; (vii) tampering 
of ballot boxes of the Burtolla constituency; and (viil) 
protests against irregularities written or oral. 

These omissions are significant and no credence 
can be attached to the petitioner’s explanation that the 
returning officer was unwilling to accept the applica- 
tion unless all these charges were omitted. I do not 
believe that a candidate contesting for Parliament or 
his election agent can bo cowed into submissiveness by 
a persistently hostile returning officer particularly after 
he has declared the result of the election. It Is not also 
the petitioner’s case that the respondent No. 4’s elec- 
tion agent did not have or was not given reasonable or 
sufficient time to draft the application for recount. 

I have already made a few remarks on the verifica- 
tion of paragraphs 8 and 11 of the petition. The sup- 
porting affidavits of the five counting agents are more 
or less identical. These counting agents do not give 
their admit card numbers nor do they give any parti- 
culars of the counting tables which they attended. 
They have said that all the statements made in para- 
graph 8 of the petition are true to their knowledge. 
And it is difficult to appreciate how one counting agent 
can speak of happenings at counting tubles which he 
never "attended. They also do not say that they con- 
veyed any information to Rathindra Kumar Ghose, the 
election petitioner. The point I wish to make is that 
the verification both of the petition and of the support- 
ing affidavits is so infirm that the petitioner ought not 
to succeed. 

I have stated that Chandra Sekhar Bose the election 
agenl of the respondent No, 4 has filed an affidavit 
after the expiry of the period of limitation. He has 
introduced, I have already said, many new facts into 
this affidavit which do not find any place in the peti- 
tion. For instance, in paragraph 3 he says that he 
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protested to the assistant returning officer against the 
use of transistors; in paragTuph 5 he speaks of count- 
ing agents of respondent Nos, 2 and 3 bringing into 
the counting hall news of the leaa of the Congress 
candidate over a C.P.I-(M) candidate In an assembly 
constituency contradicting thereby the statements made 
in paragraph 8(11) of the petition; he speaks, further in 
this paragraph of deliberate insertion of the respon- 
dent No. 4's ballot papers Into the bundles of ballot 
papers of the respondent Nos. 2 and 3 in spite of pro- 
tests-; and of the returning officer and the assistant re- 
turning officer being hostile to th e C.P-I. (M) candidate 
which are all improvements on the petition. These 
embellishments give me th e impression that Chandra 
Sckhar Bose has made a desparatc attempt to put life 
into a dead petition or to inject vitality into it. But 
his affidavit also sulfer s from vagueness, For instance, 
in paragraph 3 he complaints that he saw the counting 
assistants Inserting ballot papers of the respondent 
No. 4 into those of the respondent Nos- 2 and 3; but he 
does not say how many ballot papers were inserted or 
at which table these inner I ions were done. 


In paragraphs 4 and 5 he repeats the same statements 
without any particulars. In paragraph 8 he complaints 
of uncongenial atmosphere in the counting hall for the 
counting agents of the respondent No. 4. Apart from 
the vaguene. s ot this uLeg'tuion, he did not cho-ore to 
give even an indication of It in his own application to 
the returning officer. In paragraph 7, as I have already 
pointed out, he gives the names of two persons, name- 
ly, Saibal Ghose and Rajendra Nath Ghose who are 
stated to have made complaints to the assistant return- 
ing officer and the returning officer that at many tables 
the counting agents of the respondent No. 2 were sort- 
ing out and arranging the ballot papers. Saibal Ghose 
has not affirmed any affidavit at all. Rajendra Nath 
Ghose has affirmed an affidavit on the 24th April, 1971; 
but he docs not state this fact. Moreover, there is no 
averment as to how many counting agents of the res- 
pondent No. 2 had been handling the ballot papers and 
at how many tables such incidents were taking place- 
In other words, there are no figures at all. In para- 
graph 8 he makes the complaint that the counting 
assistants, while counting the ballot papers of the 
BurtoUa Constituency, were fraudulently transferring 
ballot papers of the respondent No. 4 to the bundles of 
the respondents Nos. 2 and 3. No particulars of the 
fraud alleged have been pleaded. There is no mention 
of table numbers or of the number of ballot papers 
fraudulently transferred, In paragraph 9 he contra- 
dicts his own application to the returning officer for 
recount. In that application he said that when the votes 
of the Vidyasagar Constituency were counted, the res- 
pondent No. 4 f i? counting agents “could not be pre- 
sent.” In paragraph 9 of his affidavit he says that the 
counting started at 9 a.m. and the counting agents left 
at 8 p.m. when they found that their protests were use- 
less. In paragraph 10 he brings the charge against the 
returning officer that he substantially accepted the 
rejections of ballot papers bv the counting assis+ants. 
The intention Is to convey to the Court that the return- 
ing officer did not apply his own mind In rejecting bal- 
lot papers. This statement contradicts paragraph 8(vi) 
of the petition in which the election petitioner catego- 
rically states that when the returning officer disposed of 
doubtful and/or rejected votes neither the respondent 
No. 4 nor his election ngent nor any of hl s counting 
agents was present. In paragraph 11 for the first time 
it is stated on behalf of the election petitioner that In 
the two ballot boxes of fhe BurtoUa Constituency which 
have found to he tampered with there were about 900 
ballot paners. But there are no particulars as to how 
many ballot papers wer e accepted as valid in favour of 
each of the candidate contesting the elections and how 
many were rejected. And a s I have already stated 
earlier, the result of the election it aoears, was not 
materiallv affected bv such counting. In paragraph 11 
Chandra Sckhar also states that more than 3.000 ballot 
papers of the respondent No. 4 were illegally rejected. 
*When th e election petitioner’s case Is that these rejec- 


4 or any one else on his behalf this allegation Is of no 
tions were made in the absence of the respondent No. 
substance. And it is, indeed surprising that Chandra 
Sekhar verifies this statement to be true to his know- 
ledge. 

The position, therefore, is that even if Chandra 
Sekhar Bose’s affldivit had been filed within time one 
would be inclined to hold that it did not satisfy the 
requirmentg tor an order for a recount, which the 
Learned Judges of the Supreme Court had insisted! on. 
in the cases cited above. 

Mr. Arun Prakash Chalterjee, learned counsel for 
the election petitioner, ultimately relied on the state- 
ments made In the recrimination petition of the respon- 
dent No. 2 wherein various irregularities m counting 
have been alleged. Learned Counsel’s contention is 
that the respondent No, 2 himself admits that counting 
was not properly made. Unfortunately, for the election 
petitioner, in thi s recrimination petition, no fact has 
been stated which materially affects the result of the 
election so far as the returned candidate is concerned. 
On the contrary, the returned candidate complains that 
many of hi s votes were wrongfully rejected and on a 
recounting It would be found that he ^ had secured a 
larger number of votes. On the basis of averments 
only In the recrimination petition, therefore. I cannot 
make an order for a recount in favour of the election 
petitioner. 

In Halsbury’s Laws of England, 3rd Edition, Vol. 14, 
at page 310, Art 559, it i s stated that a recount is not 
granted as of right, but on evidence of good grouhds 
for believing that there has been a mistake on the part 
of the returning officer, Our Supreme Court particu- 
larly in the decisions reported in Air 1964 S.C. 249, 
AIR 1966 S.C. 773 and AIR 1970 S.C, 276, has laid down 
what a petition for a recount must contain to ebable 
the petitioner to succeed. In the light of these prin- 
ciples the present petitioner is not, in my opinion, en- 
titled to the order he has asked for. 

In the result, this election petition Is dismissed. 
The election petitioner will pay to the respondent 
No. 2 Rs. 750.00 as costs of this petition and will also 
pay to the respondent No. 1 Rs. 250.00 as costs. 

(Sd.) Sankar Pkashad Mitra, 
[No. B2/WB/HF/5/72.] 
By Order, 

A. N. SEN, Secy. 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Expenditure) 

New Delhi, the 23 rd June 1972 

S.O. 2407.— In exercise of the powers conferred 
bv the proviso to article 309 and clause (5) of article 
148 of the Conftitutlon. and of all other powers enabling 
him in this behalf, the President, after consultation with 
Ihc Comptroller and Auditor Geheral of India in res- 
pect of persons serving in the Indian Audit and 
Accounts Department, hereby makes the following 
rules further to amend the Contributory Provident 
Fund Rulo s (India), 1962 namely: — 

(1) These rules may be called the Contributory 
Provident Fund (India) Amendment Rules, 
1972. 

(2) They shall come into force cn the dote ot their 
publication in the Official Gazette 
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2. In the Contributory Provident Fund Rules (India), 
1962, in rule 37, for sub-rule (3) including the Note 
thereunder the following shall be substituted, namely: — 

“(3) Payments of the amount withdrawn shall be 
made in India only. The person to whom the amounts 
are payable shall make their own arrangements to rece- 
ive payment in India. The following procedure shall 
be adopted for claiming payment by a subscriber 
namely: — 

(i) A subscriber may submit an application to the 
Account Officer through the Head of the office 
or Department for payment of the amount in 
the Fund at least one year In advance of the 
dute of superar luation. The application may 
bo made for the amount standing to his credit 
in the Fund as indicated in the Accounts State- 
ment for the year ending one year prior to his 
superannuation or for the amount indicated In 
the ledger account, in case the accounts state- 
ment has not been received. 

(ii) The Head of Office/Department shall forward 

the application to the Account Officer indicat- 
ing the advances taken and tjhe recoveries 
effected against the advances which are still 
current and the number of instalments yet to 
be recovered in respect of each advance and 
also indicate the withdrawals, if any, taken by 
the subscriber. 

(iii) The Account Officer shall after verification 
with the ledger account Issue an authority for 
the amount indicated in the application at 
least a month before the date of superannua- 
tion but payable on the date of superannuation. 

(iv) The authority mentioned m clause (lii) will 
constitute the first instalment of payment. A 
second authority for payment will be issued 
as soon as possible after the superannuation. 
This will relate to the contribution made by 
the subscriber subsequent to the amount men- 
tioned in the application submitted under cla- 
use (i) plus the refund of instalments against 
advances which were current at the time of 
the first application, 

(v) The advances/withdrawals sanctioned after the 
forwarding of the applications for flhal pay- 
ment to the Account Officer should be intimat- 
ed to the Account Officer immedlatelv and 
acknowledgement obtained by the sanctioning 
authority. 

Note - When the amount standing to the credit of 
a subscriber has become payable under rule 33, 
34 or 35 the Account, Officer shall authorise 
prompt payment of the amount In the manner 
indicated in sub-rule (3).” 

[No. 2(62)(i)-E,V.(B)/71.] 
S, S. L. MALHOTRA, Under Secy, 


(Department of Expenditure) 

CORRIGENDA . 

New Delhi, the 26 th June 1972 

S.O. 2408. — In the notification of the Government 
of India, in the Ministry of Finance (Department of 
Expenditure) No. 16 (5) -E. IV(A)/70, dated the 15th 
March, 1972, published as S.O. 940 at pages 1447 to 
1469 of the Gazette of India, Part II. Section 3, sub- 
section (ii), dated the 8th April, 1972 — 

(a) at page 1447, in the preamble, for “Persident”, 
read “President”; 

(b) at page 1452, in rule 26,— 

(i) in the heading, for “in Department other 
than”, read “in Departments other than”; 

(ii) in sub-clause (ii) of clause (c) of r 
(1). for “had availed of extraordinary 


read "had availed of leave on half-pay or 
extraordinary leave”; 

(iii) in the Exception below sub-rule (1), for 
“passage”, read “passages”; 

(c) at page 1453,— 

(i) in sub-rule (2) of rule 30 for “difference 
between the salary”, read “difference between 
the leave salary”; 

(ii) in clause (c) of sub-rule (1) of rule 31, for 
“refund the the leave salary”, read “refund 
the leave salary”; 

(d) at page 1454, in rule 35, — 

(i) in the heading, for “of”, read “to”; 

(ii) in the opening paragraph, for “eontaned”, 
read “contained”; 

(iii) in sub-clause (i) of clause (a), for “calender” 
in the two places where it occurs, read “calen- 
dar"; 

(lv) in the second proviso to sub-clause (i) af 
clause (a), for “rule 23” read “rule 28”; 

(e) at page 1455,— 

(i) in the proviso to clause (a) of rule 37, for 
''one-eleven-the'’read “one-eleventh”; 

(ii) in sub-ruie (1) of rule 38, for “authority 
competent”, read “authority competent to 
grant leave”; and for “proceeding”, read “pre- 
ceding”; 

(f) at page 1456, — 

(i) in sub-rule (8) of rule 39, for “sub-rule (5) 
regarded”, read “sub-rule (6). shall be re-* 
garded”; 

(ii) in rule 40 — 

(1) in sub-rule (1), for “immediately, before", 
read “immediately before”; 

(2) in sub-rule (6), for “during leave, prepara- 
tory to retirement, to take up arty other 
service or employment, under an exployer 
other than the Central Government, his 
leave, salary”, read “during leave prepara- 
tory to retirement, to take up any other 
service or employment under an employe^ 
other than the Central Government, his leave 
salary”; 

(g) at page 1457,— 

(1) in the Note below sub-rule (1) of rule 43, for 
“the Em-Employees”, read “the Employees’ ”■ 

(ii) in rule 44— 

(1) in the heading, for “Indicated”, read “infli- 
cted; 

(2) in the Note below sub-rule (7), for “ap- 

pointed between the Government", read 
apportioned between the Governments "; 

(3) in clause (b) of sub-rule (B), for “corres- 

pondence”, read “corresponding”; 

(4) in sub-clause (i) of clause (a) of sub-rule 
(9), for “disable” read "disabled”; 

(h) at page 1458, — 

(i) in clause (ii) of sub-rule (2) of rule 45, for 
“sanctioned”, read “sanction”; 

(ii) in clause (a) of sub-rule (2) of rule 48, for 

“menigitis”, read “meningities”: •* 

(lii) in clause (a) of sub-rule (1) of rule 49, for 
“in Survey of India”, read “in the Survey of 
India”; 
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(i) at page 1404, in Form 2, — 

(i) in the heading relating to columns 2G to 27, 
for 

“entrie service 

Otherwise than on Medical Certificate 
limits to 180 days' 1 

read 

“entire service 


Otherwise than on Medical Certificate 
limited to 180 days’’ 

(ii) in Note 2, for “entires", read “entries”; 

(j) at page 1465,— 

(. i ) in Form 3, in the heading, for ‘rccommopdaed 
leave or Extension ol leave or communication 
of leave”, read “recommended leave or exten- 
sion of leave or commutation of leave"; 

(iil in Form 4, in Note 3, for “medical opinion he 
required,” read “medical opinion be required,”; 

(iii) in Form 0, for “We. the member”, real "We, 
the members”; 

(k) at page 1466, — 

(0 in Form 5 — • 

(1) for “at out/my”, read “at our/my”; 

(2) for “Member of Medical Board”, read “Mem- 
bers of the Medical Board”; 

(3) for “Civil Surgeon/Staff Surgeon Authoris- 
ed Medical Attendant Registered Medical 


Practitioner" read “Civil Surgeon/Staff 
Surgeon/Authorised Medical Attendant/ Re- 
gistered Medical Practitioner”; 

(1) in Form 6 — 

(1) far “NOW the”, read “NOW THE”; 

(2) for “ falling to rejoin”, read “ 

failing to rejoin”; 

(3) in the paragraph beginning with the word 
“PROVIDED”, fur “not shall it”, read “nor 
shall it”; 

(l) at page 1467, — 

(i) in Form 7, in the paragraph beginning with 
the words “AND upon”, for “otherwise shall”, 
read “otherwise it shall”; 

(ii) in Form 8, — 

(1) in the opening paragraph, for “rates for for 
the time being” read “rates for the time 
being”; 

(2) in the paragraph beginning with the word 
“NOW”, for “dcamnd” read “demand”; 

(m) at page 1468, — 

(i) in Form 9, in the paragraph beginning with 
the words “The bond shall”, fur “Governed”, 
read “governed”; 

(ii) in Form 10', in the paragraph beginning with 
the words “And upon”, for the words “shall 
be valid”, read “shall be void”. 

[No. 16(5) -E. IV (A) /70,] 
V. K. PANDIT, Under Secy. 
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Slaiemcni of Affairs of the 
Reserve Bai'k of India as on 

P age No. 

Particulars 




Liabilities 

Assets 

Printed as 

Read as 

18 ih Feb, 1972 

201 8 

Other Liabilities 


372,73,27,0000 

372,73,27,000 

Do. 

•• 


Rupee Coin 

38.27,72,0000 

38,27,72,000 

25th Feh, 1972 

202 1 

Non-Schcduled 

State Co-operative 
Banks 


81.70,000 

81, 78,000 

Do. 

2022 


Total 

426, 18, .19, ate 0 

426,18 2; ( ( 0 

14th April, 1972 

2033 


(i) State Govts. 

51,83,44,000 

51 , 33 : 44,000 


B'PH % TWEf i 3^ 1 97 2 B Tfa % IT FT II Hi 3(H) #1 'TE5 R 0 2022-3 B spprfsrfT 2 5 10 

Elfa, 19 7 2 ^ faTB RB WBl sfaRT % Til B f BIB % TTRTNPT V faRTiR 3? 3RcT fa -1 Toy % RTfaTRl Brl W R 
“'RTTKf faR” ufaf T ET T Rt Bf WIT 626,46,46,000 B 26,46,46,000 B’sBT “rpjR RTRrrT'’ 

lift# ^ STlfVrPTt W BIRR rV Bf RRRT 43,90,25,000 $ 3RR 43,00,25,000 WI BBT Res 2029 TT 
“TpJB TTBfTt®” BVT $ TTlfaFlt T4T f BTBR fl RW 351,77,75,000 % R> r T 45 1 77 75 000 RW 

qft bib 1 
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MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS 
(P & T Board) 

New Delhi, the 2 6th August 1972 

S.O. 2409. — In pursuance of para (a) of Section III 
of Rule 434 of Iiviian Telegraph Rules, 1951, as intro- 
duced by S.O. No. 627, dated 8th March, i960 the 
Director General, Posts and Telegraphs, hereby spe- 
cifies the lGth September, 1972 as the date on which 
the Measured Rate Sytem will he introduced in 
Kondapalli Telephone Exchange Connected with Vijay- 
wada Telephone System, Andhra Circle. 

[No. 5-9/72PHB (.15) .] 

A. S. VOTER A, 
Assistant Director General (PIIB). 

rru 

(rEE-RTT TT#) 

26 WR 1972 

-rer Rum 24 09 . — rtrr rw 627 , 

feREE 8 RTR, 1960 JET HER <RET RTT RR^flR RT 5 " 

o, * 1 

fmpr, 1951 % firnr .J34 i m*? 111 % in (qr) 

% RiIRTR s l r h-d 1 * R^lffiTTEE R fd RRRTfT ERIEtTR 
smrn[ R rrst sR-r % Tfiii'Enr rryeet 

R fklER 16-9-72 R RRTf'RT U TRElV ; RR 
RET ftUTR fw ft I 

[R° 5-9/72-PHB (is)] 
pro ttr,, RETT, 

R4TRRT RrrfdT7TT: (ft o rrq-o 3 R 0 ) 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND REHABILITATION 

(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 21st August 1972 

S.O. 2410. — Whereas by the notification of the Gov- 
ernment of India in the Ministry of Labour and Re- 
habilitation (Department of Labour and Employment) 
No. S.O. 1159, dated the 11th February, 1972, the Cen- 
tral Government had declared the iron ore mining in- 
dustry to be a public utility service lor the purpose 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) for a 
period of six months from the 4th March, 1972; 

And whereas ihe Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said 
period by a further period of six months; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of sec- 
lion 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
the Central Government hereby declared the said in- 
dustry to be a public utility service for the purposes 
of the said Act for a further period of six months 
from the 4th September, 1972, 

[No. F. S. 11025/5/72-LR.I.] 
S. S. SAHASRANAMAN, Under Secy. 

>RR Rk ^RRfR RRUTR 
(SIR Rk R>3TRR faRT") 

Rf feETt, 2 1 RETT, 19 72 
RT ° RT° 241 0. — Rd: RUT R^TU % RR Rl f ijrr)r 
R'STRR (RR Rk TEsrttt fRRFl) ^ RtaRT 


RT° RTo n 59TTfBT, 1 1 EERTt, 1 9 7 2 ITU k£tR TOI 
R4 If!!'R4p+i fiHH RRPT dTT RkflfRW fkTE? RftrfRRR, 1947 
( 1947 RT 14) % RRlRRl % farr 4 RUT 19 7 2 ^®: RTR 
Rft TTETTRftl Rr farr RTR TRRTRl RRT RTFeT fe(T RT I 

Rk RR: RJRTU qtf UR & % R>fR spERIRffT ^1 

Rk RTR W. RTR RTRTRfR % falT rfjtRT RETT RIT fZT 

R RRfkd £ I 

RET: , RR, R^RtfW fRRlR RpclfRRR, 194 7 ( 1 9 4 7 RT 
14) Rfl RETT 2 % N'ET (ij) % TpfJT ( g) % tfETI 

RUT rIrrRT RT RUR RUT |E rrqR-jrrr RTR 

RRtR RT RRR Rfdf<TRR ti R TT Rdf % fan; 4 fRRFRT 19 7 2 
R Rk RTR T5: RfR Rtf RERIRk Y Fre RET 'TTRIrI RdT 
RtfRR RUrfr f | 

[RoERo 1 1025/ 5/ 72-mRo RUo-l] 

ITRo ITR o RZRRrRR, RUT RffR I 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 23 rd August 1972 

S.O. 2411. — In pursuance of section 17 of Industrial 
Disputes Aci, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Govern- 
ment hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 2). 
Bombay in the industrial dispute between the emp- 
loyers in relation to the management of Messrs V. M. 
Salgaocar and Brothers Private Limited, Vasco-de- 
gama, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on the 17th August, 1972. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS- 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, BOMBAY. 

Reference No. CGIT-2/5 of 1971. 

Employers in relation to the management of Messrs 
V. M. Salgaocar and Brothers Private Limited, 
Vasco-dc-gama, Goa, 

AND 

Their workmen. 

PEesfnx : 

Shri N. K. Vani, Presiding Officer. 

ArriiARANCEs : 

Fa r the Employees. —Shri L. R. Ferrao, Personnel 
Officer. 

For the Workman. — Shri George Vaz, General 
Secretary, Goa Mining Labour Welfare Union, 
Goa. 

Industry: Iron Ore Mines. 

State : Goa, Daman and Diu. 
Bombay, dated the 1st August, 1972, 

AWARD 

By order No. L-29012/23/71-LR.IV dated 10th Sep- 
tember, 1971 the Central Government in the Ministry 
of Labour and. Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment) in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (d ) of sub-scction ( 1 ) of Section 1 0 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication on industrial dispute 
existing between the employers in relation to the man- 
agement of Messrs V. N. Salgaocar and Brother Pvt. 
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Ltd. and their workman in respect of the matters speci- 
fied in the Schedule as mentioned below : — 

“Schedule 

Whether the action of the management of Messrs. 
V. M. Salgaocar and Brother Pvt. Ltd. in 
terminating the services of Shri Jaiwant 1ST. 
Naik, Construction Supervisor, Surla Mines 
with effect from 19th December, 1970 is justi- 
fied? If not, lo what relief is he entitled?” 

2. The facts giving rise to this reference are as 
follows: — 

(i) Shri Jaiivant N. Naik was appointed on 11th 
June, 1968 in the construction Section of M/s. 
V. M. Salgaocar and Brother Pvt. Ltd. as 
supervisor on a pay of Rs. 285/- consolidated. 
In July, 1969 he was transferred to Surla Civil 
Construction. While he was working there 
Senior Executive Engineer directed him to do 
the work of alignment of steps before his 
next visit to the site i.e. 13th October, 1970. 
As he failed to execute this work within the 
prescribed time department enquiry was held 
against him and his services were terminated. 
He therefore, raised an industrial dispute. 

(ii) Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C), Vasco-de- 
Gama tried to bring about conciliation but in 
vain. He therefore submitted his failure of 
conciliation report to the Government which 
referred this dispute to this Tribunal for ad- 
judication. 

3. On the receipt o£ the reference notices were 
issued to the parties. In pursuance of the notice both 
the parties appeared and filed their written state 
ments. 

4. Shri Jaiwant N. Naik has llled his written state- 
ment at Ex, 1/W on 27th December, 1971. 

5. According to him, 

(i) He was engaged in the Civil Construction as 
a Construction Supervisor in June, 1963. He 
was then transferred to Surla Mines in the 
same capacity. As he was transferred to 
mines he was granted a new wage scale as 
per the Central Wage Board fur Iron Ore 
Milling Industry on a Basic salary of 
Rs. 235/- D.A. of Rs. 60/- and V.D.A. a? 
admissible on the wage board Grade Rs. 215/- 
10-285-15-330. He was under the Mines 
Regulations after being transferred to the 
mines to work in the Civil Construction works 
at Surla Mines, Velguam Mines, Pali Mines 
and Vague Sreenlng Plant in the Mining 
Industry of the company. 

(ii) He had to work under the directions of 
the Senior Exectuive Engineer Shri U. J. 
Counto and the Site Engineer Shri P, S, 

Angle who superceded Shri S. V. Kumar. 

(iii) Senior Executive Engineer had given him 
the job of alignment of the steps at Vagas 
Screening Plant. He could not do this job 
as urgent work was assgined to him by the 
Site Engineer Shri P. S. Angle. As he could 
not do the work before the prescribed period 
show cause notice was served on him. He 

submitted his explanation regarding show 
cause notice. In spite of his explanation en- 
quiry was held against him and his services 
were terminated. 

(iv) Termination of his service is mala-fi.de, ille- 
gal, in violation of the principles of natural 
justice and the company’s Standing, Orders 
which are binding on the management. As 
his services were terminated without suffi- 
cient reason and with a view to harass and 
victimise him, his termination be set aside 
and he be reinstated in service with full back 


wages and continuity of service and other 
benefits. 

6. M/s. V, M. Salgaocar and Brother Pvt. Ltd. 
(hereinafter referred to as the “the company”) has filed 
written statement at Ex. 2/E. 

7. According to the Company, 

(i) The reference is not competent. It is bad in 
law. The Central Government is not the 
appropriate Government in terms of Section 
2(a) (ii) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

(ii) Shri Jaiwant Naik was engaged as construc- 
tion Supervisor, at the material time, in the 
Civil Construction Works, Surla. Civil Con- 
struction Works, Surla is a distinct unit by 
itself and not a part of Surla Mine. As he 
was employed in Civil Construction work, 
he cannot be considered a person employed 
in a mine as defined in Section 2(1) (j) of the 
Mines Act, 1952. 

(iii) As he was not an employee of a mine, the 
appropriate Government in respect of any 
dispute between him and the company will 
only be the State Government and not the 
Central Government. As the present refer- 
ence is made by the Central Govt., this Tri- 
bunal has no jurisdiction to entertain in the 
same. 

(tv) Shri Naik was issued with a charge-sheet. He 
was given opportunity to answer the charges 
levelled against him. After receiving expla- 
nations from Shri Naik and having found 
that the same was not satisfactory, the com- 
pany proceeded with the Departmental en- 
quiry into the charges levelled against him. In 
that enquiry Shri P. S. Pai, Artgle, Shri U. J. 
Counto and Shri A. A. Fernandes were the 
witnesses of the company. 

(v) Shri Naik fully participated in the enquiry, 
led his defence and also cross-examined the 
witnesses of the company. The enquiry offi- 
cer submitted his findings, holding Shri Naik 
guilty of the misconduct levelled against 
him. 

(vi) The company would have dismissed Shri 
Naik without notice on the basis of the find- 
ings of the Enquiry officer, but it took a 
lenient view and only discharged him from 
service. In doing so no principles of natural 
justice have been violated by the company. 
Shri Naik's dismissal is not mala-fide and 
illegal and inconsistent with the Standing 
Orders of the company. As his dismissal is 
justified he is not entitled for reinstatement 
with full back wages and continuity of ter- 
-vice and compensation, 

8. The affected workman Shri Naik has filed re- 
joinder at Ex. 17/W. 

9. According to him, 

(i) He is u mine worker, 

(ii) The company had not raised the objection 
regarding jurisdiction before the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (C) Vasco-de-gama. 
There is no substance in the preliminary 
objection on point fo jurisdiction. As his 
termination is mala-fide in violation of com- 
pany’s standing and with a view to victimise 
him the same be set aside with full back 
wages and continuity of service. 

10. Shri Jaiwant N. Naik has examined himself at 

Ex. 3/W. He has produced leave pass show- cause 
notice (Ex. 4/W), Enquiry notice Ex. 5/W and termi- 
nation notice at Ex. 6/W. i 
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11. The company has examined Civil Engineer, 
Shri U, J. Counto at Ex, 12/E, Driver Shri F. Coun- 
tinho, at Ex. 13/E, Typist Clerk Shri A. A. Fernendes 
at Ex. 14/E and the Engineer in charge Shri P. S. 
Pai Angle at Ex. 15/E. The enquiry proceedings have 
been produced at Ex. 18/E and some other documents. 

12. From the pleadings and documents on record 
the following points arise for decision in this refer- 
ence. 

(i) Whether Shri Jaiwant N. Naik was a mine 
worker? 

(ii) Whether the Central Government Is the 
appropriate authority to refer this dispute 

to this Tribunal? 

(iii) Whether this Tribunal has jurisdiction to 
entertain this reference? 

(iv) Whether the termination of service Of Shri 
Jaiwant N. Naik by the management is proper? 

(v) What Order? 

1 3. My findings arc as follows : — 

(i) No. 

(ii) No. 

(iii) No. 

(iv) No finding is recorded. 

(v) As per order. 

Reasons 

Point No. (i) 

14. From the written statement Ex. 1/W filed by 
Shri Jaiwant N. Naik it is clear that he was engaged 
in Civil Construction work of the company as Cons- 
truction Supervisor in June, 1968 and that he was 
transferred to Surla Mine in the same capacity in 
July, 1969. There can be therefore no doubt that 
he was employed as Construction Supervisor and that 
he was transferred to Surla as Construction Super- 
visor. 

15. Shri Vaz for the affected workman contends 
that the work which Shri Naik was doing was con- 
nected with mine and that on account of this he is 
a mine worker. This contention cannot be accepted. 

16. Definition of a person, who is said to be emp- 
loyed in a mine is given in Section 2(1) (h) of the 
Mines Act, 1952. It is as follows: — 

“A person is said to be 'employed in a mule who 
works under appointment by or with the 
knowledge of the manager, whether for wages 
or not, in any mining operation or in clean- 
ing or oiling any part of any machinery used 
in or about the mine, or in any other kind 
of work whatsoever incidental to, or con- 
nected with, mining operations.” 

17. In the present case Shri Naik would be a per- 
son employed in a mine, if he was doing the work 
connected with minnig operations. It cannot be said 
by any stretch of imagination that Civil Construction 
work, which Shri Naik was doing was in any way con- 
nected with mining operation. On his own admission 
he works as Construction Supervisor at various 
places. 

18. Shri Vaz for the affected workman contends 
that inasmuch as the company had not contended be- 
fore the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Vasco- 
de-Gama that the applicant was not a person emp- 
loyed in a mine and inasmuch as the company allowed 
the conciliation proceedings to proceed further and 
make failure of conciliation report, it is not open to 
the company to raise this contention for the first time 
in this reference. 


19. It is true that the management does not appear 
to have taken a stand before the conciliation officer 
that the applicant was not employed in the mine and 
that the company is taking this contention for the 
first time in this reference before me. As this con- 
tention involves law point and as both the parties 
have adduced evidence on this point, I allow the same 
to be raised and consider the same. 

20. Civil Construction department is a separate 
department, It is distinct and separate from the 
mining department. The affected workman had to 
work under directions of Senior Executive Engineer 
Shri U. J. Counto and the Site Engineer Shri P. S. 
Angle. He had no concern with the mines. It cannot 
be therefore said that he was working in a mine and 
that he was a mine worker. 

21. It is contended that the benefits of Central Wage 
Board for Iron Ore Mining Industry were extended 
to the employees working in Civil Construction depart- 
ment at Surla but the same were not extended to the 
employees working in the Head office and that on 
account of this the employees working in Surla Civi 1 
Construction are said to be mine workers. This con- 
tention is difficult to accept. 

22. It may be that some additional benefits might 
have been extended to employees working in Civil 
Construction work at Surla for certain reasons, in 
the discretion of the company. It cannot 
be conclusively said that the employees at 
Surla Civil Construction work are also 
mine workers simply because they are given the bene- 
fit of the Wage Board recommendations and because 
these benefits are not given to the employees working 
in the Head Office of the Civil Construction work. 

23. Shri F. Countinho, Ex. 13/E, who works at Surla 
Civil Construction work as a Driver says in his evi- 
dence that he is getting the pay as per the recommen- 
dations of the Central Wage Board for Iron Ore Indus- 
try. though he is not working on mines, 

24. Shri A. A, Fernandes, Ex. 14/E, is working at 
Surla Civil Construction work since May, 1966. He 
also says that he is not a mine worker, though he is 
getting the benefits of Central Wage Board for Iron 
Ore Industry recommendations. 

25. The above mentioned two witnesses are the 
colleagues of Shri Naik and working in the same 
establishment, Their evidence clearly show that all 
employees working in Soria Civil Construction depart- 
ment are not mine workers, though they are getting 
the benefits of Wage Board recommendations. 

26. From the evidence of Shri Naik, Ex. 3/W and 
the Company’s witnesses Shri U. J. Counto Ex, 12/E, 
Shri F. Countinho, Ex. 13/E, Shri A, A. Fernandes, 
Ex. 14/E, and Shri P. S. Pai Angle, Ex. 15/E it docs 
not appear to me that the applicant is doing any kind 
of work wnicn is connected with the mine and that 
he is a mine worker. Hence my finding on point No. 
1 is in the negative. 

Point Nos. (ii) and (iii) 

27. The company contends that the Central Govern- 
ment is not the appropriate Government within the 
meaning of Section 2(a) (i) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1847 in this case and that it is not competent to 
refer the present dispute regarding termination of 
services of Shri Jaiwant N. Naik to this Tribunal and 
that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain this 
reference. 

28. If the dispute relates to a mine, the Central 
Government would be the appropriate Government to 
refer such dispute to the Tribunal. In the present 
case the affected workman Shri Naik is not a worker 
working in a mine. Hence the dispute between him 
and the company regarding his termination of service 
cannot be referred for adjudication by the Central 
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Government. This Tribunal has therefore no jurisdic- 
tion to entertain the present reference. Hence iny 
Ulldl rig on point Nos. fiij and (hi) are as above. 

Point No. (tuj 

29. In view of the finding regarding jurisdiction 
agai.isl the affected workman, it is not necessary to 
consider this dispute on merit. Hence no finding is 
recorded on point No. iv. 

Point No. (u) 

30. In view of the above findings I pass the follow- 
ing order-: — 

Order 

(i) It is hereby declared that this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain this reference. 

fiil Award is made accordingly. 

(iii) No order as to costs. 

(Sd.l N. K. Vani, 
Presiding Officer 
[No. L-29012/23/71-LR-IV.] 

Neu> Delhi, the 24th Aupust 1972 
S.O. 2412.. — In pursuance of section 17 of the In- 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal Calcutta, 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in re- 
lation to the management of Nlngha Colliery of Messrs 
Lodna Colliery Company (1920) Limited, Post Office 
Kalipahari, District Burdwan and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on the 21st 
August, 1972. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL T,R TBUNAL 
AT CALCUTTA 
Reference No. 10.7 of 1971 

Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of Ningha 
Colliery of Messrs Lodna Colliery Company 
1 1920) Limited. 

And 

Their workmen 

Present: 

Sri S. N. Bagchi, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances ; 

On behalf of Employers — Sri D. Basu Thukur, Ad- 
vocate. 

On behalf of Workmen — Sri Sunil Majumdar, Gene- 
ral Secretary, Ningha Colliery Mazdoor .Union, 

State: West Bengal Industry; Coal Mine, 

AWARD 

By Order No. L/1912/125/71-LRII, dated 7th October, 
1971, the Government of India, in the Ministry of 
Labour and Rehabilitation, Department of Labour and 
Employment, referred the following dispute existing 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of Ningha Colliery of Messrs Lodna Colliery Company 
(1920) Limited and their workmen, to this Tribunal, for 
adjudication, namely ; 

“Whether the management of Ningha Colliery of 
Messrs Lodna Colliery Company (1920) Limited, 
Post Office Kalipahari, District Burdwan, was 
justified in placing Sarvashri Rasid All and 
Banka Kora, Coal Cutting Machine Drivers in 
Category-V as per the recommendations of the 
Wage Board for Coal Mining Industry? If not, 
to what relief the workmen are entitled and 
from what date?” 


2. Notices of the reference were duly served on both 
the management and the union espousing the cause of 
the workmen. On 12th January, 1971 the management 
filed Us written statement and on 4th March, 1972 the 
workmen's written statement was filed by the union. 

3. The management stated in paragraph 1(a) of its 
statement of case that a dispute similar to that, raised 
in terms of the reference was referred to this tribunal 
being Reference No, 2G of 1971, and an award was ren- 
dered on that Reference on 6th May, 1971 and that 
award is binding for one year. The Union, Ningha 
Colliery Mazdoor Union, does not represent the majority 
of the workmen of the colliery. On 21st December, 1970 
and 3rd February 1970 there were settlements, as per 
Annexure A and A1 to the written statement, arrived 
at between the management arid the two unions are 
still in force. The recommendations of the Wage Board 
are not binding. Coal Mines Regulation, 1957 makes it 
mandatory vide Regulation No. 180(2) read with Regu- 
lation No. 144 that no person shall be appointed to 
supervise or operate any electrical machinery, appara- 
tus or appliance other than a telephone or signalling 
device or ally electric: lamp or light unless he holds a 
gas testing certificate. Neither Sri Rasid All nor Sri 
Banka Kora has got gas testing certificate and as suc-h 
in terms of the Coal Mines Regulation neither of them 
is entitled to be placed in Category VI of the Wage 
Board recommendations. Referring to article 52, Volume 
I, page 118 of the Coal Wage Board recommendations, 
the company states that in fixing the wuges of certain 
workmen the Board observed that as it was necessary 
to have gas testing certificate for certain categories 
of workmen, they had taken into account all those facts 
in fixing their wages and as such has not allowed any 
separate Gas Testing allowance. The article 52 is quot- 
ed as follows: 

“52. The demand is for a special allowance to those 
who obtain the gas testing oerli float o.s. It was, 
however, pointed out at the hearing that the 
possession of a gas testing certificate for cer- 
tain categories of workmen is now a condition 
of service under the amended Coal Mines Regu- 
lations. In view of this, while fixing wage 
rates for workmen who are statutorily requir- 
ed to possess gas testing certificates, we have 
taken this Into account. In the circumstances, 
the question of a separate allowance on this 
account does not arise.” 

Though Mazumdar award categorised coal cutting 
machine drivers as category VII and VIII, there being 
little difference of pay between two categories, the for- 
mer Rs. 1.87 and the latter Rs. 2.25, the company, to 
preserve better relations placed all coal cutting machine 
drivers in category VIII in the colliery although the 
workmen Rasid Ai and Banka Kora as per job descrip- 
tion should have been placed In category VII. In refer- 
ence No. 26 of 1971 the union Ningha Colliery Mazdoor 
Union raised a dispute for placing Rasid Ali, Rajoo Mia, 
Mahudeo Gowala and Banka Kora In Category VI. As 
both Rajoo Mia and Mahadeo Gowala passed Gas Test- 
ing examination and obtained Gas Testing Certificates, 
they were placed in category VI as per settlement dated 
3rd February 1970. marked Annexure Al filed along 
with the written statement. Ningha Colliery Mazdoor 
Union by it s lette r dated 12th May, 1971 also raised a 
dispute for wages of Rajoo Mia and Mahadeo Gowala 
with retrospective effect from the date of implementa- 
tion of the Wage Board recommendations which was the 
subject matter 0 f conciliation along wilh the dispute 
of Rasid Ali and Banka Kora. The Assistant Labour 
Commissioner Central, Asansol accepted company's 
submission that only those coa] cutting machine drivers 
who will obtain Gas testing certificate will be placed in 
category Vr as per settlement as in Annexure Al to the 
written statement. The union’s letter dated 12th May, 
1971 is filed along with the written statement and mark- 
ed Annexure B. The management’s action in placing 
Rasid Ali and Banka Kora in category V, as neither of 
them obtained Gas Testing certificate, was justified and 
the demand of the union should be rejected. 
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.4. The union in its written statement asserted 
in paragraph 2 that both the workmen were rightly 
placed in category Bill of the Majumdar award but 
they were unlawfully denied category VI of the L'oal 
Wage Board recommendations by the management. As 
regards the Reference No 26 of 1971, the union states 
that the union had withdrawn the dispute under refer- 
ence when it found some fundamental mistake that was 
clarified in the award. In paragraph 8 of its written 
statement the union asserts that the Settlement dated 
3rd February, 1970 with Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, CITU 
was something like contracting out not to demand their 
just dues and the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha was not en- 
titled to represent the dispute of the workmen who 
were not its members. It is further asserted that when 
the present dispute under reference was pending be- 
fore the .Central Industrial Relations Machinery vide 
Assistant Labour Commissioner, Central, Asansoi’s flic 
No. E.2/3(126)/6R dated 1st July, 1968, the Colliery 
Mazdoor Sabha could not Lawfully represent the work- 
men involved In the dispute as that union was not 
authorised in writing by the workmen concerned. The 
union’s letter dt. 12th May, 1971 to the Agent of the 
colliery with a request to make payment of the differ- 
ence of wages to the two workmen was neither replied 
nor conceded to. The management did not agree to 
place the two workmen in proper category as per re- 
commendations of the Central Wage Board for Coal 
Mining Industry in spite of best effort of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner, Central, Asansol whereupon the 
conciliation proceeding ended in a failure. Claiming 
that the workmen are entitled to be placed in Category 
VI of the Coul Wage Board recommendations with effect 
from 15th August, 1967, the union prays that the re- 
fusal of the employer to put the workmen in Category 
VI with effect from 15th August, 1967 was to be declar- 
ed illegal and unjustified and that the workmen should 
be placed in Category VI with effect from 15th August, 
1967 as recommended by the Central Wage Board for 
Coal Mining Industry and that the workmen should be 
paid difference of wages, allowance and other amenities 
with retrospective effect from 15th August, 19G7 and 
any other relief or reliefs the workmen are entitled to. 

5. The learned Advocate for the management and the 
General Secretary of the Union Sri Mazumdar opened 
their respective cases. The management’s learned Ad- 
vocate submitted at the opening that workman Rasid 
Ali passed the Gas Testing certificate on 27th October, 
1971 during the pendency of this reference (dated 7th 
October, 1971) and that he had been placed in Category 
VI of the Coal Wage Board recommendations on and 
from 10th January, 1972 so soon as he informed the 
fact to the management and satisfied the authorities of 
the management about his passing of Gas testing and 
holding of the gas testing certificate and that the other 
workman Banka Kora had not even now passed the Gas 
Testing certificate and as such he had been placed in 
Category V of the Coal Wage Board recommendations 
but not in Category VI. Neither party adduced any 
evidence. For the management the learned Advocate 
advanced his argument on materials on record, so also 
the General Secretary of the Union. 

6. In Reference No. 26 of 1971 an award was render- 
ed on 6th May, 1971. In that award it was found that 
the union did raise the dispute before the management 
but went straight to the Conciliation officer with the 
dispute wherefor the said industrial dispute referred to 
for adjudication feel within the mischief of Sindhu Re- 
settlement Corporation Ltd. and Industrial Tribunal, 
Gujarat, 1968 I LLJ p. 834. The Union thereupon filed 
an application praying for withdrawal of the dispute 
with a prayer to raise the self-same dispute in a regular 
manner. The prayer was allowed with the reservation 
that nothing in the order should prevent the workmen 
from raising the identical dispute in future if they so 
like. So, the union was required to raise a dispute 
first before the management over the matter that was 
included in the Reference No. 26 of 1971 in which 
award was rendered on Gt.h May, 1971. 


7. In paragraph 5 of the written statement of the 
Company the union’s letler dated 12th May. 1971, 
Annexure B, has been referred to and in that connec- 
tion it is stated that the union raised the dispute for 
wages of Rajoo Mia and Mahadeo Gowala with retros- 
pective elfect from the date of implementation ol Wage 
Board reommendations and was the subject matter of 
conciliation along with the dispute of Rasid Ali and 
Banka Kora. That dispute being in Assistant Labour 
Commissioner file case No. E.2/3(208)/71 ended in a 
failure wherefor the Central Government has made this 
reference relating to the workmen. Therefore, this dis- 
pute which is an industrial dispute under Section 2(kl 
apparently evades the mischief of Sindhu Resettlement 
Corporation case referred to above. 

8. In paragraph 1(b) of its written statement the 
management asserts that Nmgha Colliery Mazdoor 
Union does not represent the majority of the workmen 
of the colliery. That paragraph has not been traversed 
by the union in its written statement. Be that as it 
mav if it is the union of which workmen members are 
minority compared to the workmen members of any 
other union L it has still a locus standi to raise a dispute. " 

9. In paragraph 1(c) of its written" statement the 
management referred to two settlements dated 21st 
December 1970 and 3rd February, 1970, Annexures A 
and A1 and claims that those settlements are still bind- 
ing wherefor there cannot be any reference under Sec- 
tion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. In replying to 
that paragraph of the written statement of the manage- 
ment, the union in paragraph 8 of its written statement 
states that the settlement dated 3rd February, 1910 with 
the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha (C.I.T.U.) is something like 
contracting out not to demand their just dues. This 
Colliery Mazdoor Sabha cannot represent the dispute 
of those workmen who are not its members and special- 
ly this dispute (meaning the dispute under reference) 
pending before the Central Industrial Machinery ride 
Assistant Labour Commissioner, Central, Asansol’s file 
No. E2/3/1 12G1/68 dated 1st July, 1968 cannot bo re- 
presented by any union unless it is authorised in writ- 
ing by the workmen concerned. Nbw, Annexure A to 
the written statement of the company is the memoran- 
dum of a settlement arrived at between t.he manage- 
ment of Sripur 4, 5 and 6 Pits colliery (Ningha ccllieryj, 
Sripur colliery, iRana Colliery and Sripur Seam Incline 
Colliery of Messrs Lodna Colliery Co. (1920) Limited 
and their workmen represented by the Colliery Maz- 
door Congress (H.M.S.), Asansol. during the course of 
mutual discussions held between the parties at Asansol 
on the 21st December 1970. Annexure A relates to a 
dispute raised by the Colliery Mazdoor Congress (HMS). 
Asansol between the management of the collieries men- 
tioned above and their work men demanding grant of 
third annual increment, payment of arrears of annual 
increments, payment of V.D.A. in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Central Wage Board for the 
Coal Mining Industry, 23 per cent increase in the 
rates of commission of the trammers sirdars etc., that 
was referred to the Regional Labour Commissioner (C). 
Asansol for conciliation. The conciliation proceeding 
was initiated from 14th December 1970 and had been 
adiourned at the request of both the parties. In course 
of mutual discussion held between the representatives 
of both the parties on 21st December, 1970 that Indus- 
trial dispute was amicably settled between them on 
certain terms, paragraph 4 of Annexure A reads as 
follows : 

“It is agreed that the demands regarding payment 
of lead, empty tub pushing as per actual mea- 
surement. Increase In .the rate of wages of the 
trammers, revision in the commission of wagon 
loading sirdars payment fall back wages to 
the loaders, categorisation of some of the time- 
rated workmen and promotion of busket coun- 
ters shall be mutually discussed between the 
parties at a later date.” 

Paragraph 5 says. “The Union did not press the demand 
regarding permanency of loaders, trammers. wagon 
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loaders and chaprasis for the present”. This settlement 
was signed by the parties on 21st December, 1971. An- 
nexure A. It does not concern the present dispute 
relating to the categorisation of the two workmen Rasid 
All and Banka Kora in category VI of the Wage Board 
recommendations. Armexure A1 is the settlement arriv- 
ed at between the management of Sripur Colliery, Rana 
Colliery, Ningha Colliery and Sripur Seam Incline CqJ- 
lierv of Messrs Lodna Colliery Co. (1920) Ltd. and their 
workmen represented by the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha 
(AITUC), IRaniganj during mutual discussion held on 
3rd February, 1970. The Colliery Mazdoor Sabha 
(AITUJ) Raniganj had been piessing for certain de- 
mands with regard to the wagon loaders, loaders, clip- 
man. line mistries and Machine drivers of Sripur. 
Ningha, Rana and Sripur Seam Incline collieries. The 
matter was discussed between the representatives of the 
management and the union in several meetings and on 
3rd February, 1970 the dispute was amicably settled 
between the parties on several terms. Clause 5 of the 
terms reads ~as follows : 

“5 Machine Drivers .-— The question of upgrading 
Machine Drivers to Category VI was fully dis- 
cussed. Since Category VI was tor highly skill- 
ed machine drivers and since one of the statu- 
tory requirement was their holding of gas test- 
ing certificates, it was decided that those 
machine drivers who would produce valid gas 
testng certificates would be promoted to Cate- 
gory VI. 

In case of other machine drivers, management 
agreed to give them one extra increment.” 

This Settlement. Annexure Al, to the management’s 
written statement was arrived at between the manage- 
ment and the union officials on 3rd February, 1970. 
The Ningha Colliery Mazdoor Union in paragraph 8 
of the written statement asserts that the Settlement 
dated 3rd February, 1970 with Colliery Mazdoor 
Congress, C.I.T.U., is something like contracting out 
not to demand their just dues. Firstly, on 3rd 
February, 1970 there was no Colliery Mazdoor Sabha 
affiliated to C.I.T.U., but it was Colliery Mazdoor 
Sabha affiliated to A.I.T.U.C. The Colliery 

Mazdoor Sabha. A.I.T.U.C. raised the dispute 
regarding all workmen of several categories includ- 
ing Machine drivers of Ningha colliery and other col- 
lieries. In paragraph 8 of its written statement the 
union states, “This Colliery Mazdoor Sabha cannot re- 
present the dispute of those workmen who are not its 
members and specially this dispute pending before the 
Central Industrial Relation Machinery”. Besides th a 
two workmen there are other workmen in all those 
collieries mentioned in the Settlement, Annexure Al. 
who are working as machine drivers- So. the settle- 
ment in Annexure Al relates not only to the workmen 
who are members of the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, 
AITUC but also to members and non members of the 
said union. The Settlement, Annexure Al, relates 
ali machine drivers working in the collieries such as 
Sripur colliery, Ningha Colliery. Sripur Seam Incline 
colliery of Messrs Lodna Colliery Co. (1920) Limited 
and their workmen represented by the Colliery Mazdoor 
Sabha, AITUC, Raniganj. The settlement was arrived 
at on 3rd February, 1970. So. the union’s objection 
that the two workmen'were not members of Colliery 
Mazdoor Sabha when the settlement was arrived at as 
per Annexure Al on 3rd February. 1970 does not 
appear to be sound in law. Now. the union in para- 
graph 8 asserted that when the present dispute was 
pending before the Central Industrial Relation Machi- 
nery t"'de Assistant Labour Commissioner, Central, 
Asansol. File No. E.2/3(126)/168 dated 1st July, 1968, 
the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha. C.I.T.U. was not entitled to 
represent in the mutual discussion between the manage- 
ment and the union over the present dispute without 
authorisation bv the union meaning the Ningha Colliwv 
Mazdoor Union. Sri Mazumdar for the union was 
asked to substantiate the statement and was asked to 
explain how the present dispute" could be' pending be- 
fore the Assistant Commissioner of Labour, Central, 
.Asansol in his Jjle Nq. E.2/3(126)/68 dated 1st July, 


1968 when the present dispute before the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner, Central, Asansol was the subject 
matter of conciliation in the Assistant Labour Com- 
missioner’s file No. E.2/3(209)/71 dated 31st August, 
1971. Sri Majumdar was taken aback. The failure re- 
port signed by the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Central along with the present reference was shown 
to Sri Majumdar wherein it is stated that the present 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer was numbeied 
in hi, file as E.2/3(208)/71 which failed conciliation on 
31st .August. 1971 and this dispute has therefore no 
connect:''*! with the dispute that was pending before 
the Assists"- Labour Commissioner, Central, Asansol in 
Its file E.2/3/ U”6)/68 dated 1st July, 1968. Sri Majum- 
dar could not explain the situation. So. he had to 
admit that the present dispute under reference was 
pending before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Central Asansol in its case file No. E.2/3(208)/71 but 
not in his case file No. E.2/3(126)/68 dated 1st July, 
1968. So the dispute that was pending in the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner’s file No. E.2/3(126)/68 dated 1st 
July, 1968 may be some dispute other than the present 
disnut.e under reference which before thei Assistant 
Labour Commissioner, AsansoJ. was attempted to be 
conciliated upon in his case file No. E.2/3(208)/71. The 
failure report would show that the Ningha Colliery 
Mazdoor Union (Ind.) raised the industrial dispute 
under reference by its letter No. 54(7)/71 dated 26th 
July. 1971 which was received by the Conciliation 
Officer on 28th July. 1971 and the conciliation proceed- 
ing started on and from 25th August, 1971. So, the 
settlement Annexure Al dated 3rd February, 1970 was 
arrived at between the management of the collieries 
concerned and the Union, Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, 
A.I.T.U.C., at a time when the present dispute was not 
pending conciliation before the Assistant Labour Com- 
missioner Asansol. in his file No. E.2/3(208)/71 which 
resulted in. failure of conciliation on 31st August. 1971. 
On a reference to the file of the Reference case No. 26 
of 1971 it is found but the Ningha Colliery Mazdoor 
Union (UTUC) raised previous industrial dispute regard- 
ing the two workmen who are now involved in the 
present dispute under reference, by its letter dated 19th 
October, 1970 which was taken up for conciliation by 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner, Central, Asansol 
in its file No. E.2/3(309)/70 in which the failure report 
was sent to the Central Government on 19th November, 
1970. The settlement dated 3rd February. 1970 between 
the management and the union. Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, 
AITUC. had been effected long before 19ih October, 
1970. This dispute raised bv the Ningha Colliery Maz- 
door Union in the conciliation Case No E.2/3(3091/70 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner. Central. 
Asansol related to the wrong categorisation of the two 
workmen. Rasid Ali and Banka Kora and other two 
workmen Raju Mia and Mahadeo Gowala. coal cutting 
machine drivers. That conciliation proceeding ended in 
failure whereupon there was a reference which was 
registered as Reference Case No. 26 nf 1971 in which 
an award was rendered by this Tribunal recording 
withdrawal of the dispute by the union. Therefore, the 
Annexure Al. the settlement dated 3rd February 1970 
was arrived at at a time when there was no conciliation 
proceeding pending regarding the subject matter of the 
dispute now under reference before any~Central Conci- 
liation officer having jurisdiction to entertain the dis- 
pute. So, the objection in paragraph 8 of the union 
about the settlement. Annexure Al dated 3rd February. 
1970 as mentioned above, does not stand the test of 
sertitiny. The settlement Annexure Al is dated 3rd 
February, 1970. The dispute was amicably settled on 
3rd February. 1970. It is not stated in the settlement 
Annexure Al as fo when it will come into' operation. 
There is no clause in the settlement Annexure Al. as 
to the agreed period for which the settlement would be 
binding. Therefore. Section 19C2) of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act. 1947 should be decisive about the rontimi- 
anro of the binding effect on the parties to the scflle- 
mrnt after cxniry of the period of six months from the 
date of the settlement. As there is no period fixed, the 
settlement Annexure Al it was to continue upto 2nd 
August, 1970 and thereafter until the expiry of two 
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months from the date on which a notice in writing of 
an intention of terminating the settlement is given by 
one of the parties to the other party or parties to the 
settlement. The union, that means the Ninghg Colliery 
Mazdoor Union nowhere stated in its written statement 
that after the expiry of the terms of the settlement i.e. 
2nd August 1970 any of the parties to the settlement 
gave notice in writing of an intention to terminate the 
settlement. Sri Majumdar for the union. Ningha Col- 
liery Mazdoor Union, had not attacked the settlement, 
Annexure Al, on the score that after the expiry of the 
term of the settlement i.e. 2nd August, T970, any of 
the parties to the settlement gave a notice in writing 
of an intenlion to terminate thf settlement to the other, 
On the other hand, the management asserted in para- 
graph 1(c) that the statement, Aimexure Al, was bind- 
ing on the purhes wherefor there could not be any 
reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. So, clause .1 of the settlement dated 3rd .February, 
1 970, Annexure Al, relating to machine drivers of 
Ningha colliery was binding on the two workmen and 
the management when on 12th May, 1971 tho Ningha 
Colliery Mazdoor Union by its letter to the manage- 
ment made the demand which was not, according to 
the union, conceded to by the management wherefor 
Ihc union raised the dispute before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner Asansol who in its File No. E. 2/3(2091/ 
71 took up the present dispute under reference for 
concilia'' jon. Ningha Colliery Mazdoor Union was not 
a party to the Settlement, Annexure Al. 

10. In reply to the management’s assertion m para- 
graph 1 (hi of its written statement that the Ningha 
Colliery Mazdoor Union did not represent the majority 
of the workmen of the 'colliery, the said union made no 
counter statement in its written statement. Therefore, 
it is admitted as it has not been specifically denied by 
the Ningha Colliery Mazdoor Union that it does not re- 
present the majority of the workmen of Ningha Colliery. 
If that be the position, the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, 
A.I.T.I.T.C., representing the workmen of all, categories 
in several collieries of the Lodna Colliery Co. ( 1920) Ltd. 
mentioned in Annexure Al had the Locus standi to enter 
Into the settlement on 3rd February, 1970 which must 
be still binding on all the workmen as categorised in 
the settlement including coal cutting machine drivers 
ol Ningha Colliery. Therefore, when Ningha Colliery 
Mazdoor union raised the present dispute before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner. Central. Asansol, it 
had n 0 jurisdiction to enter into the conciliation proceed 
ings, and the union had no locus standi to represent the 
workmen in the conciliation proceedings when Settle- 
ment, Annexure Al, was in operation and binding on 
the two workmen to whose categorisation the present 
dispute under reference relates. 

11. The fundamental question in the reference is 
whether the management is justified in not placing the 
two workmen in Category VI of the Central Wage Board 
recommendations. For the management it was submitted 
that the Coal Wage Board at page 118, Volume I. Arti- 
cle 52, considered the question of gas testing allowance. 
Those who obtained the gas testing certificate demanded 
special allowance before the Coal Wage Board. The 
Coal Wage Board observed that the possession of a gas 
testing certificate for certain categories of workmen is 
a condition of service under the Coal Mines Regulation. 
So. in a'tiele 52 of its Report, page 118, Volume I, the 
Coal Wage Board observed, “In view of this while 
fixing wage rates for workmen who are statutorily re- 
quired to possess gas testing certificate we have taken 
into account. In the circumstances, the question of a 
separate allowance on this account does not arise’’. So, 
the gas testing certificate heing a condition of service 
anv workman holding gas testing certificate is eligible 
to be fixed at the wage rate higher than those not hold- 
ing gas testing certificate. Instead of allowing gas test- 
ing allowance to iho holder of a eas testing certificate 
Ihc Coal Wage Board recommended for him a wage 
rate higher than the one not holding a gas testing certi- 
ficate, This is the meaning of article 52 of the recom- 
mendations at page 118, Volume 1 of the Coal Wage 
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Board recommendations. Majumdar award at page 93, 
Volume II while giving job description of coal cutting 
machine drivers made two categories, Category VII 
working a long wall or short wall coal cutting machine 
in non-gassy mines and Category VIII coal cutting 
machine driver, working a short wall or long wall coal 
cutting machine in gassy mines. According to Majum- 
dar award management of Ningha colliery which is a 
gassy mine placed the two workmen in category VIII 
although neither of the two workmen had at that time 
gas testing certificate. The management’s case is that 
as Category VIII coal cutting machine drivers get 
higher pay than category VII of Majumdar award, the 
management in spite of the two workmen’s not holding 
gas testing certificates placed them in category VIII of 
tile Majumdar award. Naturally when the recommenda- 
tions of the Central Wage Board for Coal Mining In- 
dustry came to be implemented In the Ningha colliery 
the union through its General Secretary Sri Majumdar 
as -well as in its written statement paragraph 3 referring 
to page 51 Volume II of the Coal Wage Board recom- 
mendations pinned the case of the two workmen to 
clause 7 regarding coal cutting machine drivers whiclk 
reads as follows: ", .. Those who are in the existing 
Category VII will be placed in the New Category V 
(Serial No. 7) and those who arc in the existing Cate- 
gories VIII and IX will be placed in the new Category 
VI (Serial No. 11”. Accordingly for two workmen Sri 
Malumdar claimed that they should be Placed in Cate- 
gory VI of the Coal Wage Board recommendations, al- 
though they had been placed in category V. Now, 
Coal Mines Regulation, 1957 as amended was referred 
to in article 52 page 118, Volume I of 'w Coal Wage 
Board recommendations. Coal Mines R 1 gulations, 1957, 
paragraph 186, sub-paragraph (2) reads as follows : 

“(2) In every mine to which regulation 144 applies, 
no person shall be appointed to supervise or 
operate any electrical machinery, apparatus or 
applicance other than a telephone or signalling 
device or an electric lamp or light, unless he 
holds a Gas testing Certificate ” 

Sub-paragraph (2) clearly says that none shall be al- 
lowed to operate any electrical machine in a gassy mine 
unless he holds 1 a gas testing certificate. Sri Basu 
Thakur. learned Advocate for the. management, sub- 
mitted that the Coal cutting machine was a electrically 
driven machine and that the Ningha colliery admittedly 
was a gassy mine. Sub-paragraph (2> of paragraph 186 
of the Coal Mine Regulations, 1957 says that, electrically 
operated machine such as coal cutting machine cannot 
be driven by a person in a gassy mine unless he holds 
a gas testing certificate. He referred to article 52, 
Volume I. page 118 of the Coal Wage Board recommen- 
dations. The Coal Wage Board took into consideration 
article 186 sub-article (2j of the Coal Mine Regulation 
while denying gas allowance and recommending higher 
wages to those who are to obtain the gas testing certi- 
ficate Sri Malumdar would not consider paragraph 
186 sub-paragraph (2) of the Coal Mine Regulations, 
1957 as governing article 52 of the recommendations of 
the Coal Mining Industry. Volume I. page 118. He 
referred to me para 36 of the Goal Mines Regulations 
which relates to appointment of clficials and competent 
persons and submitted thal although the Lvo workmen 
did not hold gas testing certificates, they had been 
placed in category VIII according to Maiumdar award 
and that they were to be fixed in category VI of the 
Coal Wage Board recommendations n o matter whether 
the holding of a i?as “testing certificate was a condition 
of his service. He further submitted that by allowing 
the two workmen who did not hold gas testing certi- 
ficates to be categorised in category VIII of Majumdar 
award and even allowing them to work in the gassy 
mine as Coal Cutting Machine drive's without holding 
gas testing certificates, the management violated Mines 
law. It may be so. But this is not the forum for agi- 
tation of such a prO’--o t! i' , ion. T f the manaccment has 
violated the Mines law the union may bring il to the 
notice of proper authorities for cnfori-.-mcnt nf such 
law. New, thp question is whether holding of a gas 
certificate is a condition of service under paragraph 186 
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sub-paragraph (2) of Coal Mine Regulations, 1957. It 
is undeniably a condition of service. In this context 
we are to read in between the lines of article 52 of the 
recommendations of the Coal Wage Boar,, appearing in 
page 118, Volume I of the Report which I have already 
referred to. Gas allowance was deried to workmen who 
claimed such allowance while working in a gassy mine 
Instead of gas allowance the Wage Beard recommend- 
ed higher rates of wages to those workmen who held 
eas testing certificate. According to Majumdar award 
category VIII coal cutting machine driver in gassy mine 
was entitled to higher rate of allowance compared to 
coal cutting machine drivers in non-gassy mines. 
According to Wage Board recommendations the coal 
cutting machine driver in a gassy mine in view of 
article 52. Volume I- page 118 of the Report read with 
Paragraph 186, sub-paragraph (2) of the Coal Mine 
Regulations. 1957 are entitled to be fixed in calegory 
VI of the Coal Wage Board recommendations with 
higher rate of pay compared to the pay in category 
VIII of Majumdar award and category V of Coal Wage 
Board recommendations provided the workman covered 
nub-paragraph (2) of Paragraph 186 of the Coal Mine 
^Regulations. 1957 is holding a gas testing certificate. 
Sri Majumdar’s contention was that when the Majum- 
dar award came into force, the management placed the 
two workmen in category VIII in a gassy mine although 
they held no gas testing certificate; so they were entitl- 
ed to be placed in the gassy mine under Coal Wage 
Board recommendations in category VI that means at 
a rate of pay higher than the rate of pay of those in 
category V of the Coal Wage Board recommendations 
and even those in category VIII of Majumdar award, 
and that such denial by the management cf tl}e two 
workmen’s claim was illegal and unjustified. Place- 
ment of the two workmen in Category VI of Coal Wage 
Board recommendations is however dependant upon the 
fulfilment of the conditions in article 52, Volume I, 
page 118 of the Coal Wage Board recommendations 
road with Paragraph 186 sub-paragraph (2) of the Coal 
Mine Regulation, 1957. In violation of the Mine Regu- 
lations if the management had placed the two workmen 
in category VIII of Majumdar award in a gassy mine 
like V' ; C ”'erv when they did not hold the 
gas " ■ , ■, , the workmen or the union re- 

presenting the workmen cannot now ask the Tribunal 
to be a party to the violation of the Mines Regulations 
and the recommendations of the Coal Wage Board i.e. 
article 52. Vol, I. page 118 of the Coal Wage Board 
recommendations read with sub-paragraph 12) of Para- 
graph 186 of the Mines Regulations. The sine qua non 
for the two workmen to be placed in Category VI is 
to hold a gas testing certificate when they are operat- 
ing the gassy mine Ningha colliery, electrically driven 
coal cutting machines. The legal right of the two work- 
men to be placed in Category VI of the Coal Wage Board 
recommendation is dependant upon their holding a gas 
testing certificate. Now, the management had placed 
Rajoo Mia and Mahadeo Gowala in 1970-71 In category 
VI when they obtained gas testing certificate. Even 
on 10th January. 1972 workmen Rasid Ali has been 
placed in category VI of the Coal Wage Board recom- 
mendations so soon as he had obtained the gas testing 
certificate on 20th October, 1971 and brought it to the 
notice of the management. Sri Majumdar did not raise 
any comment on the management’s action as regards 
Rasid Ali. The management submitted that Kora had 
not yet obtained any gas testing certificate. _So, if the 
management is to implement article 52, Volume I, 
p. 118 read with note No. 7 page 51, Volume II of the 
Coal Wage Board recommendations by placing from 
15th August, 1967 the workmen in category VI of the 
Wage Board recommendations who were in category 
VIII under Majumdar award in the gassy mine of 
Ningha colliery, it has got to obey the recommendations 
in article 52 read with the law as laid down in para- 
graph 186 sub-paragraph (2) of the Coal Mines Regula- 
tion. 1957. If the union claims as of right under article 
52 page 118, Volume I of the Report of the Coal Wage 
Board recommendations read with note 7, in page 51. 
Volume II thereof, it cannot overlook the mandatory 
provision of sub-paragraph (2) of Paragraph 186 of the 


Coal Mines Regulations, 1957 which was taken into con- 
ic ration by the Coal Wage Board while recommending 
cation of higher rates of wages to persons whose 
mdiiion of service was to obtain a gas testing certi- 
>ate. So, when Rasid Ali and Banka Kora did not 
hold, when the dispute was referred to for adjudication 
by this tribunal, the gas testing certificate," the manage- 
ment in regard to Rasid Ali was justified upto 9th 
January 1 972 not to place him in category VI of the 
Coal Wage Board recommendations and is still justified 
in not placing Banka Kora in category VI of the Coal 
Wage Board recommendations. Neither the manage- 
ment can be allowed to violate the law nor the union 
can be allowed to claim anything which law would not 
rermit tlv workman to claim. The management and the 
.vorkmen or as a matter of that the Union are to be 
governed strictly by the law and law only. In this 
view cf the matter the workman Rasid Ali shall have 
no grievance on and from 10th January, 1972 and he 
had no right till before 10th January. 1972 to claim 
that he should be placed in Category VI of Coal Wage 
Board recommendations. As regards Banks Kora, since 
he has not yet obtained gas testing certificate, he has 
no right to be placed in category VI of the Coal Wage 
Board recommendations. 


12. In the result, the reference is answered in regard 
to the two workmen in the manner I have just men- 
tioned. 


This is my award. 


Dated, Avgust 3, 1972. 


(Sd.) S. NT BAGCHI, 

Presiding Officer. 


[No. L/19012/125/71-LRII.] 


New Delhi, the 2 6th August 1972 

S.O W 1 an -'"' 1 ’“str p distmlo exists 

between the management of Madhujore Colliery, Post 
Office Kajoragram. District Burdwan (hereinafter 
referred to as the said employers') and their work- 
men represented by the Colliey Mazdoor Union 
(INTUC), Bastin Bazar, G.T. Road, Post Office Asan- 
sol. District Burdwan (hereinafter referred to as the 
union) ; 

And whereas the said employers and the union have 
by a written agreement in pursuance of the provi- 
sions of sub-section (1) of section 10A of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), agreed to refer 
the said dispute to arbitration of the person specified 
therein, and a copv of the said agreement has been 
for warded to the Central Government; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provisions of 
sub-section (3) of section 10A of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the said arbitration agreement. 

AGREEMENT 


Under Section toA of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 


BETWEEN 

Name of the Parties : 

Representing the employers * Representing the workmen . 


Sbri R C Patel, Resident Shri Prava t Goswami, Jt. 
D ’rector. M's. Madhuiore General Secretary Colliery 
Coal Co. Pvt. Ikd., P.O.Kaio- Mazdoor UNION (INTUC) 
ragramDistt. Burdwan. G-T. ^Road. , Bastin Bazar, 


It ii hereby agreed between the parties to refer the follow- 
ing indtP'rinl dispute to the arbitration of Sri R J-T. D MeJIct, 
Chief Labour Commissioner (Central), New Delhi, 
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(f) Specific matters in dispute, : 

“Whether the management of Madhujore ColFery 
MG. Madbuiorc Coal Co. ("P) Ltd.. P-O. Kajoragram 
Distt. Burdwan, was justified, in dismissing flora ser- 
vice the workmen named below with effect from io-a-i97 T ? 
If nor, to what relief arei he workmen concerned entitled ?” 


SI. No. 

Name of the workmen 

Designation 

I * 

Sri Ramnath Singh 

Louder 

2. 

Sri Md. Saddique Mia 

Loader 

3. 

Sri Sankar Harijan 

Loader 

4- 

Sri Bulli Hariian 

Loader 

5. 

SriShew Nath Kanu 

Loader 

6. 

Sri Ramchandra Rajhhar 

Surface Trammer 

7- 

Sri Tuffani Hariian 

On setter 

8. 

Sri Sk. Hadish 

Timber Mistry 

9- 

Sri Provakar R(iy 

Mining Sirdar 

TO, 

Sri Chabbi Yadav 

Machine Mazdoor 

Hr 

Sri Ugraseu Singh 

S.G. Trammer." 


Cii) Details of the parties to the dis- Madhujore Colliery 
pute including the name and 
address of the establishment 
or undertaking involved. 


(iii) Name of the Union, if anv, 
representing the workmen, 
in question. 


(iv) Total number of workmen 
employed in the undertaking 
affected : 

(v) Estimated number of workmen 
affected or likely to be affec- 
ted by the dispute. 

We furiher agree that the decision of the Arbitrator shall 
be binding on us. 

The Arbitrator shall make his award within a period of 
one hundred and eighty days or within such further time as 
is extended by mutual agreement between us in writing. In 
case the award is not made within the period aforementioned 
the reference to Arbitrator shall stand automatically cancelled 
and wc shall be free ro negotiate for fresh arb ; tration. 

Signature of the Parties 

(Sd.) R.C. Patel, (f d.) PrAvat Goswami, 

Representing the Employer Representing the workmen 

Witness 

1, B, Prasad 

2. A. B h attach arjee 

Dated : the rgth 
July, 1972. 


ot MG. Madhujore 
Coal Co. (p) Ltd., 
P.O. Kajoragram, 
Distr. Burdwan. 

ColFery MazdoorT 
Union (INTUC) 
G.T. Road. P.O. 
Asansol, Distt. 
Burdwan. 

TIOO 


Eleven. 


[No. L/19025/27/72-LRIL] 
KARNAIL SINGH, Under Secy. 

26 SHIFT 1972 

ffTTo TRo 2412- — Tffi "5T37- 
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Ptf ffrr I;, 10-4-1971 H HffT 
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fffr Tfff, ?fr ffiRpiiT 
fpRT Tjddl'T ^ ^.TR; t?” 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 25 th August 1972 

S.O, 2414. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Governmnet hereby publishes the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Cal- 
cutta, in the Industrial Dispute between the employe 
ers in relation to the Calcutta Port Commissioners, 
Calcutta and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on the 16th August, 1972. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT CALCUTTA. 

Reference No. 98 of 1971 


Present: 

Employers in relation to the Calcutta Port Com- 
missioners. 


AND 


Their Workmen. , 

Parties: 

Shri S. N. Bagchi, Presiding Officer, 

Appearances : 

On behalf of Employers . — Sri G. V. Karlekar, 
Labour Adviser & Industrial Relations Officer. 

On behalf of Workmen .-. — Sri Syama Chakravorti, 
Secretary of Calcutta Port Shramik Union. 

State: West Bengal. Industry: Port. 


AWARD 

By Order No. L-32014/2/71-P&D, dated 20th August, 
1971, the Government of India, In the Ministry ot 
Labour and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and 
Employment), referred the following dispute existing 
between the employers in relation to the Calcutta Port 
Commissioners, Calcutta and their workmen represent- 
ed by the Calcutta Port Shramik Union, to this Tri- 
bunal, for adjudication, under Sub-section (2) of Sec- 
tion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, namely: 

“Whether the claim by Shri Kartick Kumar Chan- 
dra, at present working as Junior Clerk for 
being fixed as Lower Division Clerk instead 
of Shri Sudhangsu Kumar Sen, now working 
as Lower Division Clerk, is justified? If so, 
to what relief is he entitled?” 

2. Notices were served on both the union and the 
Commissioners for the Port of Calcutta. The union 
submitted its written statement on 1st April, 1971 and 
the Commissioners for the Port of Calcutta filed its 
written statement on 25th January, 1972. But neither 
party filed any rejoinder to either party's written 
statement. 

3. The union’s case, inter-alia, as made in the writ- 
ten statement is as follows: In paragraph 38 of the 
Report of the Classification and Categorisation Com- 
mittee for the Major Ports of India, the Committee 
recommended that the Calcutta Port Administration 
should Investigate the duties of Jamadar and Lite- 
rate Jamadars in the Sanitary section of the Medical 
Department and that if any of these holding the 
aforesaid posts is found to be doing work as full 
fledged clerk, he should be classified accordingly and 
fix in the appropriate scale. In terms of the resolu- 
tion No. 1304 of the Commissioners for the Port of 
Calcutta in the meeting held on 1st. April, 1963, it 
was decided to convert seven posts of Jamadars and 
Literate Jamadars doing full fledged clerical duties 
into posts of Lower Division clerks and four into 
Junior clerks and that adjustments would be made 
according to the seniority. The departmental com- 
mittee examined the impact of the resolution in the 
light of the recommendations of the Classification and 



346$ THE GAZE1TE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2, 1972/BHADRA 11, 1894 [Part 1]_ 


Categorisation Committee. Shri Kartick Kumar Chan- 
draj the workman concerned in the dispute, is senior 
to Sri Sudhangsu Kumar Sen, the dates of appoint- 
ment of Chandra and Sen in the identical scale of 
pay and in the same seniority unit being 1st Septem- 
ber, 1951, and 16th February 1952 respectively. By 
wrong casting of the seniority postion of Kartick 
Kumar Chandra, the Port Administration allowed Sri 
Sudhangsu Kumar Sen to supsersede Sri Chandra 
and this wrong supersession was maintained by the 
Port authority in promoting Sri Sen to the post of 
Lower division clerk from the post of Literate Jama- 
dar on 1st April, 1963 but both Sen and Chandra 
were in the same scale of pay in the same seniority 
unit. Earlier Sri Chandra protested against the wrong 
casting of his seniority position in the seniority list 
shown to him on 4th December, 1953 circulated as per 
Port Commissioners’ Health Officers’s letter No. H/ 
EST/9 dated 7th November, 1958, but the representa- 
tion containing the objection was neither enquired 
into nor replied to. Later, when the Union took up 
the case of supersession, the seniority list was amend- 
ed, and the amended list was shown to Chandra, the 
workman concerned. Shri Sudhangsu Kumar Sen was 
working as a Number Taker of the conservancy lor- 
ries in the docks and his duty hours were from 6 a.m. 
to 12 noon and he was never doing full fledged clerical 
duties and his designation was literate Jamadar on 
15th July, 1952. Sri Kartick Kumar Chandra was 
posted at the Calcutta Jetty Health Office and was 
working as a table staff for doing full fledged clerical 
duties during office hours only from 10 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
His designation was Literate Jamadar on 24th June, 
1953. In his letter No. ID(i) 43/337 of 22nd August, 
1969 to the Union the Labour Adviser and Industrial 
Relations Officer, Calcutta Port Commissioners admit- 
ted supersession of Sri Kartick Kumar Chandra by 
Shri Sudhangsu Kumar Sen. The union took up the 
matter with the Chief Medical Officer on behalf of the 
said workman Chandra and the Chief Medical Officer 
by his letter No. CMO/U/2/316 dated 10th July, 1964 
informed the Union that the adjustment of Jamadar 
and Literate Jamadar as Lower division clerks is to 
be made strictly in order of seniority. The dispute of 
seniority between Sri Kartick Kumar Chandra and 
his junior Sri Sudhangsu Kumar Sen who was allow- 
ed to supersede Sri Chandra against objection was 
persued further by the Union. There was concilia- 
tion proceeding with the Assistant Labour Commis- 
sioner, Central, Calcutta-II and an agreement was 
reached to refer the dispute for adjudication under 
Section 10(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act where- 
upon the present reference with the issue being “whe- 
ther the claim of Sri Kartick Kumar Chandra at pre- 
sent working as junior clerk for being fixed as Lower 
Division clerk, is justified? If so, what relief is he 
entitled?” There was nothing against Sri Chandra 
as regards his unitability, efficiency and merit. He 
was also of longer durations in service of the Cal- 
cutta Port compared to said Sri Sudhangsu Kumar 
Sen. Upon the aforesaid statement of case the union 
prayed for an award in answer to the issue in favour 
of Kartick Kumar Chandra granting him the relief 
of promotion retrospectively by holding his superses- 
sion to be illegal, unjust, malafide and to grant him 
any other or further relief as may be deemed fit 
and proper on merit. 


4. The Commissioners of the Port of Calcutta in its 
written statement referring to paragraph 38 of the 
Report of the Classification and Categorisation Com- 
mittee states that recommendations of the said Com- 
mittee were investigated into by the Commissioners 
of the Port of Calcutta relating two categories, Jama- 
dars and had a meeting held by the Deputy Chair- 
man of the Commissioners with the representative ot 
the unions and also with the representatives of Na- 
tional Union for Port Trust Employees, now called 
the National Union of Waterfront Workers, to discuss 
the implementation as in 

Paragraph °38 *af the Report, regarding the literate 


, Jama dam of the Health Section and to 
eid^Miy them to post ot Bower division clerks The 

out ° of "i }' 6 no t0 ,? eput ^ Chairman’s proposal tS 

P° sts of literate Jamadars and Jamadars 

voHeri m h ? ^ Health Section ’ 7 P«»ts be con- 

veuea to that ot lower ai vision and the rest to that 

“f ^“ n , J . or C , 1 , er ^ s ',, To the Deputy Chairman's further 
su &fa eot,ion that the posts of Lower division clerk 
wou.a ue lied oy the adjustment ci literate Jama- 
oms provided tney possess the requisite Qualifi- 
cations, boih the unions requested the Deputy* Com- 
missioner to accept certain modifications in regard to 
tne absorption oi the men then holding the posts of 
literate Jamadars and Jamadars which were acceDt- 
ea by the Deputy Chairman as a vrey special case, 
ine unions . proposals were (i) that the seven posts 
- fu° W< r?' division clerks be filled up by adjustment 
oi tne iiterate Jamadars on the basis of seniority, 
irrespective of wneuier ixiCj p^ocC^sed the prescribed 
minimum qualifications or not in view of their Jong 
experience, and (li) tnat those who would continue 
to be on the lower scale of Rs. 60-85 as Junior Clerks 
will be eligible for consideration only against the 2' 
per cent promotion quota of lower division vacancies 
m the Fleaith Department whicJi may arise from time 
to time including the newly created vacancies of 6 
lower division clerks. Suggestions put forward by 
the union’s to the Deputy chairman's proposal were 
accepted by both the Commissioners of the Port of 
Calcutta and the unions and that agreed proposals 
were subsequently put before the Commissioners in 
a meeting and saentioned by the Commissioners' under 
Resolution No. 1305 of 1963. In answer to paragraph 
3 of the written statement of the union relating to 
the initial appointment in the Health Section of the 
Commissioners for the Port of Calcutta of Sri Chan- 
dra and Sri Sen in the identical scale of pay on 1st 
September, 1951 and 16th June, 1952 respectively, the 
Commissioners in paragraph 3(i) of their written 
statement asserted, “Sri Kartick Kumar Chandra was 
first appointment in the Health Section of the Commis- 
sioners’ Medical Department under the Chief Medical 
Officer on 1st September 1951 as Ratman in the scale 
of pay of Rs. 30-1/2-35 and was adjusted as Oilman 
with effect from 1st September, 1952 and was confirm- 
ed to the post of Oilman on 26th February, 1953. He 
was temporarily promoted as Mate with effect from 
11th January, 1953 to 1st May, 1953 and from 26th 
May, 1953 to 23rd June, 1953. He was promoted to 
the post of Literate Jamadar on 24th June, 1953 in 
the scale of pay of Rs. 39-1-44 and confirmed in the 
same post on 4th July, 1957’. In paragraph 3(ii) of 
the said written statement and the Commissioners 
assert that Sri Sudhangsu Kumar Sen was first ap- 
pointed on 15th January, 1952 as a lasear in the scale 


of pay of Rs. 30-1/2-35 in the Health Section of the 
Commissioners’ Medical Department under the Chief 
Medical Officer. He was adjusted in the post of Rat- 
man on 11th July, 1952 and continued in the said 
post upto 14th July, 1952. He was temporarily pro- 
moted to the post of Literate Jamadar on l-5th July, 
1952 in the scale of pay of Rs. 39-1-44 and was ad- 
justed in the said post on 30th November, 1952 and 
confirmed in the same post on 3rd July, 1957. Re- 
ferrini ■ , ' ' of the union’s written state- 
ment iv ;■■■■. Hi : 1 ' supersession of Sri Chandra 

by Sri Sen on the basis of wrong casting of seniority 
position in between them, the Commissioners of the 
Port of Calcutta in paragraph 4 (i) states that the 
Commissioners deny the contentions of the Union that 
by wrong casting of the seniority position of Sri 
Kartick Kumar Chandra the Port Administration 
allowed Sri Sudhangshu Kumar Sen to supersede Sri 
Chandra and that the wrong supersession of Sri Kar- 
tick Kumar Chandra was maintained by the Port 
authorities in promoting Shri Sen to the post of 
Lower Division Clerk from the post of Literate Jama- 
dar on 1st April. 1963. The Commissioners further 
assert in pargaraph 4 (ii) of its written statement that 
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during the years 1951, 1952 and 1953 a number of 
staff from the Health Section went on transfer to the 
Traffic Department and other departments of the 
Commissioners on various dates and in their places 
other staff of the Health Section were adjusted as 
Liter.? '■e Jamadars as and when such staff were trans- 
ferred. There are no records to show why seniority 
of staff was not followed while adjusting the staff 
as Literate Jamadars. The adjustment of Shri 
Chandra as Literate Jamadar also involved superses- 
sion of a number of staff senior to Shri Chandra on 
the basis of first appointment. The staff adjusted as 
Literate Jamadars could not be confirmed as ■ their 
confirmation depended upon the confirmation of the 
staff transferred to other departments. Moreover, in 
the matter of confirmation of the staff in the Health 
Section the question of supersession of staff being 
involved, the Chief Medical Officer sought the sanction 
of the Chairman for confirmation of the staff. The 
Chairman, after getting the matter properly investi- 
gated. approved the supersession on 14th September, 
1959 and the dates of their confirmation were stagger- 
► ed to ensure their position in the seniority list and to 
avoid future disputes. With regard to the union’s 
statement in paragraph 5 relating to the Seniority list 
dated 4th December, 1958 and the amended list, the 
Commissioners in paragraph 5 (i) of their written 
statement state that in pursuance of the recommenda- 
tions of the Commissioners’ Special Committee which 
were approved by the Commissioners under their No. 
473 of the 6th Meeting held on 8th May, 1957, the 
Port Administration appointed a departmental Com- 
mittee to draw up a consolidated set of Seniority 
rules, which would be applicable to all the depart- 
ments. In 'paragraph 5 (ii) it is stated by the Com- 
missioners that the Committee drew up a consolidated 
set of rules for determining the seniority of all cate- 
gories of staff in all departments. This rules were 
approved by the Chairman of the Commissioners and 
the Chairman directed all the Heads of the Depart- 
ments that preparation of the seniority lists based on 
these rules should be completed and the lists forward- 
ed by the departments to the said committee together 
with full particulars of the disputed cases as well as 
the difficult cases in which the rules could not be 
strictly applied. Under the Chairman’s direction the 
committee was to examine these cases on their merits. 
In the case of the Health Section of the Chief Medical 
Officer’s department, the seniority lists were prepar- 
ed and first circulated among the members of the 
staff of the section. These lists were later forwarded 
to the Secretary and finalised. The difficulty about 
the seniority of Literate Jamadars were also resolved 
on the basis of the total length of service in the grade 
of Literate Jamadars. The Commissioners deny the 
contention of the union in the said paragraph that 
the representation containing Shri Kartick Kumar 
Chandra’s objection was neither enquired into nor 
replied to. No such objection at alleged or at all was 
received by the Commissioners from him. Only Shri 
Monoranjan Chakravarty and Sri Sachindra Nath 
Banerjee, Literate Jamadars had submitted their ob- 
jections which were dulv enquired into. The amended 
seniority lists were at the relevant time shown to all 
the Literate Jamadars including Shri Kartick Kumar 
Chandra The Commissioners assert that Sri Kartick 
Kumar Chandra at present working as Junior clerk 
cannot claim to be fixed as Lower Division clerk instead 
of Sri Sudhangau Kumar Sen now -working as Lower 
division clerk since the placing of Sri Kartick Kumar 
Chandra as Junior clerk and Sri Sundhangsu Kumar 
Sen as Lower Division clerk are justified. 

5. On 18th May, 1972 the union i.e. the Calcutta Port 
Shramik Union had addressed a letter to this tribunal 
stating that it was sending a rejoinder in the refere- 
nce. The letter with the Annexure was found not 
to be a rejoinder but an application for calling for 
certain documents. Thus, no rejoinder was filed to 
the written statement of the Commissioners of the 
Port of Calcutta by the union. 


6. IN either party adduced any evidence. The case 
was opened for tne workman represented by the union 
by Sri Chakravorty, the Secretary of the anion. in 
paragraph 7 of the union’s written statement it is 
admitted that on 15th July, lt)o2 Sri Sen was ap- 
pointed Literate jamadar and m paragraph 7 of the 
written statement the union further admits that Sri 
ivartick Chandra was appointed. Literate Jamaaar oa 
24tn June, ly53. The Secretary of the union tubmitt- 
ed that the initial appointment as stated in paragraph 
j of tne union's written statement of Sri Kartick 
Kumar Chandra as Katman dated from 1st Septem- 
w hereas the initial appointment of Sri 
Sudhangsu Kumar Sen as Lascar dated from 16th 
June, 1952 but both in the same scale of pay i.e. 
grade. On that basis, the Secretary of the union 
submitted that on 15th July, 1952 when Sen was ap- 
pointed Literate Jamadar, Kartick Chandra was sup- 
erseded and that on 1st April, 1963 wiien both Sri 
Sen and Sri Chandra were Literate Jamadars, Sri 
Chandra was superseded by Sri Sen when Sri Sen was 
appointed as a Lower division clerk while Sri Chandra 
was appointed as Junior clerk. The Secretary also sub- 
mitted that having regard to the length 01 the ser- 
vice Chandra, having had been appointed on 1st Sep- 
tember, 1951 in the identical scale of pay with Sri 
Sen, wno was appointed in the same scale of pay on 
16ih June, 1952, there was first supersession when 
there was the appointment of Literate Jamadar on 
15th July, 1952, when instead of Sri Chandra, Sri 
Sen was appointed Literate Jamadar while Chandra 
was appointed Literate Jamadar on 24th June, 1953 
about a year after the appointment of Sen as Literate 
" Jamadar. Having regard to the seniority in the 
identical scale of pay of Chandra with reference to 
his length of service in the scale of pay being greater 
thatn that of Sri Sen, the claim of Chandra for being 
appointed as Literate Jamadar on 15th July, 1952 was 
superseded when Sen was appointed Literate Jama- 
dar. As there had been supersession in disregard of 
the seniority with reference to the length of service 
of Chandra at the time of appointment of Sen as 
Literate Jamadar on 15th September, 1952, the ap- 
pointment of Lower division clerk of Sen on 1st 
April, 1963 in preference to Sri Chandra had simi- 
larly affected the claim of Sri Chandra for such ap- 
pointment on the basis of his overall seniority with 
reference to his length of service even though Sen 
was apparently appointed as Literate Jamadar on 
15th July, 1952, i.e. only about a year earlier before 
Sri Chandra was appointed as Literate Jamadar. 
There had been denial of his right to promotion to 
the post of Literate Jamadar to Sri Chandra on 15th 
July, 1952 when his junior Sri Sen was appointed 
Literate Jamadar. That supersession continued even 
when there was promotion from the post of Literate 
Jamadar to the post of a Lower division clerk of 
Sri Sen on 1st April, 1963 in preference to Sri Chandra, 
who was promoted as a Junior clerk instead o fas a 
Lower division clerk. The Secretary of the Union 
submitted that the La(bour Adviser and Industrial 
Re itions Officer of Kartick Kumar Chandra by 
Sud. angsu Kumar Chandra objected against that 
senioriy list and that such objection was neither en- 
quired into nor replied to. But it is stated in that 
very paragraph 5 of the union’s written statement 
that when the union took up the case of supersession, 
the seniority list was amended and the amended list 
was shown to Chandra. The Secretary of the union, 
however, did not submit as to whether any objection 
was taken either by the union or by the workman 
when the amended seniority list was made and cir- 
culated by the Commissioners of the Port of Calcutta. 

7. Now, if the seniority list of 1958 was amended 
to the knowledge of the union and the workman 
Kartick Kumar Chandra, what was the position in 
between Chandra and Sen in the amended seniority 



[Part II- 


347° The GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 2, 1972/BHADRA 11, 1894 


list and when such amended seniority list was pre- 
pared, circulated and shown to Kartick Chandra "had 
not been stated by the union in its written state- 
ment, not only in paragraph 5 of such statement but 
nowhere else in the entire written statement. But 
it is stated in paragraph ti of the written statement 
that on 15th July, 1952 Sen was Literate Jamadar 
while in paragraph 7 of the statement it is stated 
that on 24th June, 1953 Chandra was the Literate 
Jamadar. From these two pragraphs it appears that 
Sen was promoted to the post of Literate Jamadar 
on 15th July, 1952 whereas Chandra was promoted 
to the post of Literate Jamadar on 24th June, 1953. 
Certainly, therefore, the seniority amongst the Lite- 
rate Jamadars, particularly in between Sen and 
Chandra in the seniority list prepared by the Com- 
missioners of the Port of Calcutta vide Health Officer’s 
letter No. HC/EST/9, dated 7th November, 1958 
which was shown to Chandra on 4th December, 1958 
on circulation must have had snown Sen, appointed 
as Literate Jamadar on 15th July, 1952, as senior to 
Chandra who was appointed Literate Jamadar on 
24th June, 1953. The Secretary of the Union refer- 
ring to paragraph 5 of the written statement submit - 
ted that there was an objection to such seniority list 
by Chandra which was neither enquired into nor 
replied to by the Commissioners. But the Commis- 
sioners in their statement of case, paragraph 5(ii), 
clearly stated that no objection as alleged or at all 
was received by the Commissioners from .him, mean- 
ing Kartick Kumar Chandra, the workman but only 
Sri Monoranjan Chakravorty and Sri Sac'nindra 
Nath Banerjee, Literate Jamadars had submitted tneir 
objections which were duly enquired into. The 
amended seniority list were at the relevant time 
shown to all the Literate Jamadars including Sri 
Kartick Kumar Chandra. This statement of the Com- 
missioners of the Port of Calcutta is borne out by 
the admission made by the Union in paragraph 5 of 
its written statement where it says, “later when 
the union took up the case of supersession the senio- 
rity list was amended and the amended list was 
shown to Sri Chandra”. Therefore the 1958 senio- 
rity list, upon objections by two Literate Jamadars 
only i.e. Monoranjan Chakravorty and Sachuidra 
Nath Banerjee, was amended, as stated by the Com- 
missioners of the Port of Calcutta in paragrapn 5Cii) 
of its written statement, but no objection was raised 
by Kartick Chandra to the list as prepared in 1958. 
The union claims in paragraph 5 of its written state- 
ment that it raised objection against the superses- 
sion meaning the seniority list as prepared in 1958 
and on its objection seniority was amended and shown 
to Chandra (paragraph 5 of union’s written state- 
ment). So, seniority list of 1958 was admittedly 
amended on objection by two literate Jamadars and 
also by the union with the knowledge of Sri Chandra 
and the Union. 


8. Now, from 1958-59 nearabout five years 
elapsed i.e. since the publication of the amended 
seniority list when on 1st April, 1963 Literate Jama- 
dar Sen was promoted to the post of Lower Division 
clerk in supersession, as alleged, by Sri Chandra. 
The Union stated in paragraph 9 of its statement that 
the union took up the matter of supersession of 
Chandra when Sen was appointed lower division 
clerk in preference to Chandra on 1st April, 1963 
with the Chief Medical GhKer. _ fine Chief Medical 
Officer by his letter referred to in the written state- 
ment in paragraph 9 informed the union on 10th July, 
1964 that the adjustment of Jamadar and Literate 
Jamadar as lower division clerk is to be made strict- 
ly in order of seni^ty. The Commissioners m para- 
graph 5 (ii) of their statement of case stated that in 
the case of the Health Section of the Chief Medical 
Officer’s deparment, the seniority list were prepared 
£S first cinmlated amongst the members of the staff 
Zi the section. These lists were later forwarded to 
the Commissioners Secretary and finalised. The 
difficulty about the seniority of Literate Jamadars 


was also resolved on the basis of the total length of 
service m the grade of Literate Jamadars. The 
seniority list of 1958 and amended seniority list re- 
lating to Literate Jamadars as mentioned in para- 
graph 5 of the Union’s written statement and para- 
graph 5 (ii) of the written statement of the Commis- 
sioners for the Port of Calcutta, were prepared long 
after the appointment of Sri Sen and Sri Chandra 
as Literate Jamadar on promotion on 15th July, 1952 
and 24th June, 1953 respectively. There was an 
objection to the seniority list of the Health section 
as mentioned in paragraph 5 of the union's state- 
ment and paragraph 5 (ii) of the Commissioners’ 
statement except that the objections to such list 
were only lay two Literate Jamadars but not Sri 
Chandra and those objectors were Sri Chankravorty 
and Sri Banerjee as mentioned in paragraph 5(ii) 
of the written statement of the Commissioners for 
the Port of Calcutta. Both the union and the Com- 
missioners of the Port of Calcutta in paragraph 5 
and 5(ii) of their respective written statements ad- 
mit that the amended list, I mean the seniority list, 
that means the list prepared in 1958, and later oii 
amended, were finalised and were shown to Si ’ 
Chandra. I have pointed out that the union did not 
state anywhere in its written statement as to whe- 
ther when Chandra saw the amended list he raised 
any objection. Therefore, having regard to law of 
pleadings the admitted position is that according to 
the seniority list of Literate Jamadars, the date of 
appointment in the post of Literate Jamadar of Sen 
was on ]5h July, 1952 whereas the date of appoint- 
ment of Sri Chandra was 24th June, 1953. The Com- 
missioners of the Port of Calcutta in paragraph 5(ii) 
of its written statement stated that the difficulty about 
the seniority of Literate Jamadars was also 
resolved on the basis of total lengfn of service in the 
grade of Literate Jamadars. Sri G. V. Karlekar, ap- 
pearing for the Commissioners of the Port of Cal- 
cutta, submitted that the initial appointment to the 
post of Literate Jamadars of Sri Sen and Sri Chandra, 
being on 15th July, 1952 and 24th June, 1953 respec- 
tively had to be reckoned in the matter of promoting 
Sen and Chandra to the posts of Lower division clerk 
and Junior clerk respectively since the total length 
of service in the grade of Literate Jamadars in case 
of Sen was greater than that of Sri Chandra by near 
about a year. He further submitted that the 1958 
seniority list of Literate Jamadars 1 and the amend- 
ed list that was finalised had never been challenged 
when shown to Sri Chandra. So, the position was 
that when on 1st April, 1963 the question of promo- 
tion of Literate Jamadars to the posts of Lower di- 
vision clerks and Junior clerks arose, Sen having had 
longer period of service in the grade of Literate 
Jamadar had to be preferred being senior to Chandra, 
for appointment as a Lower division clerk while 
Chandra was adjusted in the post of a junior clerk. 

In reply, the Secretary of the Union submitted that 
at the time of promotion of Sen to the post of Lite- 
rate Jamadar the Commissioners of the Port of Cal- 
cutta had admitted in paragraph 4 (ii) of its written 
statement that there had been supersession of a 
number of staff senior to Sri Chandra on the basis 
of first appointment when adjustment of Sri Chandra 
as Literate Jamadar had to be made in 1952, and 
that if such supersession had not also taken place in 
1952 when Sen was appointed Literate Jamadar m 
preference to Chandra, Chandra would have been 
semor as he had been appointed in the identical 
scale of pay as that of Sen initially on 1st September, 
1951 while Sen was appointed initially on 16th June, 
1952. Sri Karlekar on behalf of the Commissioners 
in reply stated referring to paragraph 4 (ii) of the 
Commissioners’ statement to which no rejoinder had 
been filed by the union that in 1951, 1952 and 1953 a 
number of staff of the Health Section were transferr- 
ed to the Traffic department and other departments 
of the Commissioners on various dates and m their 
places other staff of the Health section were adjusted 
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as Literate Jamadars as and when such staffs were 
transferred and that there were no record to show 
why the seniority of staff was not followed, while 
adjusting of staff was made as Literate Jamadars. 
But he submitted that the seniority list of Literate 
Jamadars and other staff of Health Section had heen 
prepared in 1958 and that from amongst the Literate 
Jemadars and all other staff of the Health Section, 
objections to the said seniority list were invited and 

wore heard and enquired into and that the final 

seniority " lists were prepared and shown to 

all members of the staff of the Health Sec- 

tion including Chandra and the union. 
The final list of seniority of Literate Jamadars includ- 
ing the names of Chandra and Sen was published and 
there had been no objection to such list till upto the 
date when the question of promoting to the post of 
lower division clerk from amongst the Literate Jama- 
dars arose on 1st April, 1963. Sri Karlekar submitted 
further that as there had been large scale transfer of 
staff from the Health Section to other Sections and 
other departments of the Port Commissioners in 1951, 
^1952 and 1953, from amongst the remaining staff of 
rthe Port Commissioners in the Health Section appoint- 
ments had to be made in the post literate Jamadars 
depending on the exigency of the situation. Accord- 
ingly, in 1952 Sen was appointed Literate Jamadar, 
although there might have been some violation of ihe 
seniority rule in regard to the staff of Health section 
when Literate Jamadars had to be appointed for large 
scale transfer of staff from the Health section in those 
years. He, however, categorically submitted that if 
after the seniority list of Literate Jamadars prepared 
in 1958 that was later on amended and shown to Sri 
Chandra and other members of the staff on being 
finalised had not been objected to either by the union, 
or by Sri Chandra right upto April. 1963. when accord- 
ing to the amended seniority list Chandra was junior 
to Sen in the grade of Literate Jamadars in 1st April, 
1968, the belated objection of the Union, that had chan- 
dra been not superseded when Sen was appointed Lite- 
rate Jamadar on 15th July. 1952 and was appointed 
as Literate Jamadar instead of Sen. Chandra would 
have been senior to Sen on 1st April, 1983 wherefor 
Chandra would have the lawful claim for appoint- 
ment to the post of lower division clerk in preference 
to Sen on 1st April. 1963. could hardly be tenable. He 
pointed out that if the seniority list finalised to the 
knowledge of the union and Chandra in 1958-59 was 
to be amended at present, there would he serious cfjs- 
location in the matter of seniority of Literate Jamadars 
Lower division clerks and junior clerks in the Health 
Section of the Commissioners of the Port of Calcutta 
and that its impact would certainly reflect on other 
sections and lower division clerks as well. There 
would be thus no finalitv in seniority list which had 
been duly published with notice to all concerned after 
considering the obie p tions to the list that was first 
prepared and objected to b" two Literate Jamadars as 
■'veil as bv th« union. Sri Karlekar also minted out 
that as the seniority list stood on being finally publish- 
ed after 1958, there was no violation of seniority rule 
when the senior Literate Jamadar Sen was promoted, 
in preference to his iunior Sri Chandra. Literate Jama- 
dar, to the post of Lower division clerk, and Chandra 
was adiusted to the post of a junior clerk, 

9. The Secretary of the Union submitted that on 
the date of appointment of Sri Sen to the post of 
lower division clerk the length of service of Sri Sen 
from the date of his initial appointment to the date of 
his appointment as Lower division clerk was lesser 
than that of Sri Chandra, and that on that account 
also having regard to the total length of service from 
the date of initial appointment in the same scale of 
pav of both Chandra and Sen irrespective of their 
respective appointment on promotion to the posts of 
Literate Jamadar. Chandra should have been pre- 
ferred as senior to Sen since his total length of service 
on 1st April 1963 was greater than that of Sri Sen, 
Sri Karlekar, however, pointed out that the Com- 
missioners’ assertion in paragraph 5(ii) of their 
written statement reading as “The difficulty about the 


seniority of Literate Jamadar was also resolved on 
the basis of the total length of service in thn grade of 
Literate Jamadar’ had not been controverted by any 
rejoinder filed by the union. The Secretary of the 
union did not object to the principle to be followed 
in the promotion of Literate Jamadars to the posts 
of Lower division clerks and Junior clerks in terms of 
the agreed list formally arrived at between the Port 
Commissioners and the union as referred to in para- 
graph 2(b) (i) & (ii) and the Resolution No. 1305 of 
1963. The Secretary’s objection was on two counts, 
firstly, while promoting Sen to the post of Literate 
Jamadar, Chandra was superseded and, secondly, had 
that supersession been not effected Chandra would 
have been appointed Literate Jamadar on 15th July 

1952 when in terms of the agreement referred to in 
paragraph 2(b) (i) of the Port Commissioners’ written 
statement, Chandra would have been appointed Lower 
division clerk on the basis of his seniority as a Lite- 
rate jamadar in preference to Sri Sen. Apparently, 
having regard to the fact that the Port Commissioners 
in their statement of ease submitted that in 1951 to 

1953 when large scale transfer from Health section 

were affected and Spn was appointed Literate 
jamadar there had been cases of supersession, the 
Secretary's contention regarding Sen superseding 
Chandra at the time of Sen’s appointment as Literate 
Jamadar is very attractive. Sri Karlekar has, how- 
ever, submitted that how Sen and Chandra were 
preferred t.o others in the same scale of pay when 
they were each appointed Literate Jamadar, there was 
no record therefor in the department. The Commis- 
sioners for the Port of Calcutta on 9lh April 1959 
(Health Officer’s office) published the seniority list of 
class HI employees, filed by the Union as an Annexure 
to its written statement and it would show that Sud- 
hangsu Kumar Sen • ■’ M first appoint- 
ment was lascar was ■ • i: • on 15th Janu- 
ary 1952 and was ' . ' •• post of Literate 

Jamadar on lfth Julv iya.l Sacniuuid Nath Banerjee 
first appointed as Sweeper on 6th July 1948 was 
adiusted as Sweeper on 6th July 1948, on a substan- 
tive post as Sweeper, confirmed as Mate on 6th July 
1949, and was made Literate Jamadar on 11th Decem- 
ber 7 952. Monc.ranian Chakravartv was appointed 
as Mathor on 10th October 1947. adjusted as Mathor 
on 10tb October 1947, confirmed in the post of Mate 
on 1st December 1948 and was made Literate Jamadar 
on lHh January 1053. Kartick Kumar Chanffia. Rat- 
man, appointed on 1st September 1951, adiusted in 
the substantive post of Oilman on 1st September 
1952. confirmed as Oilman on 26th February, 1952, 
appointed Literate Jamadar on 24th June 1953. 
Bhuban Chandra Das, Mathor appointed on 26th 
October 1948, adiusted in the continuous service as 
Mathor on 26th October, 1948, adiusted in the subs- 
tantive post of Mathor on 26th October 19“8. subse- 
auent designation Mate on promotion on 1st December 
1949, working in office as Jamadar on 10th October 

1957 confirmed on 3rd December 1958. Bhune.sh Chan- 
dra Vaccinator was appointed on 15 f h November. 1944, 
adjusted as a vaccinator on 15th November, 1944 in iha 
substantive post, confirmed in the post on 15th Sept- 
ember 1947, appointed Jamadar on 3rd December 
1958. So, it is clear from this seniority list, that after 

1958 list was circulated in 1958 Monoranjan Chak- 
ravsrty and Sachindra Nath Banerjee ga objection 
and the final seniority list was prepared on 9th April 

1959 and was shown to Chandra. Sri Karlekar’s state- 
ment that there had been supersession in 1952 and 
1953 when Sudhangsu Kumar Sen and Kartick K. 
Chandra were appointed Literate Jamadar on 11th, 
Tuhj 1952 not on 15'h July 1952 (ride Seniority list 
Annexure to Union’s written statement), and on 
26th April 1953 resoertivelv would appear from this 
list of 9th April 1959 filed bv the union, and the per- 
sons involved were Sachindra, Monoranjan Kartick 
vis-a-vis Sen. Bhuban, Bhupcsh and Paresh Pande. 
j,ong before those persons were appointed either as a 
Jamadar or a Literate Jamadar. both being eligible in 
terms of the agreement referred to in paragraph 2(b) 
(j) and(ii) of the Port Commissioner’s written statement 
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for appointment as a Lower division clerk or a Junior 
clerk, as the case may be, Sudhangsu Sen was 
appointed Literate Jamadar on 11th July 1952 (see 
Seniority list 1959) so also Chandra on 26th April 
1953. Sri Karlekar’s submission, in consonance with 
paragraph 5 (ii) of the Commissioner’s written state- 
ment to which no rejoinded was filed, that large scale 
transfers from time to time from the Health Section 
•of the Port Commissioners necessitated appointment 
of Literate Jamadars on supersession from amongst 
the staff holding posts of different designations in the 
same scale of pay and that might have been for some 
administrative reasons, finds support from Ihe 
amended Seniority List of 1959. The Secretary of 
the union was asked to enlighten the tribunal whether 
in case of Sudhangsu Sen’s appointment as Literate 
Jamadar on 11th July 1952 by the then authority in 
the Health section in preference to all those persons 
mentioned above wfio were senior to Sen, counting 
their length of service in the same grade from the 
date of first appointment in Health section there was 
any malafide or victimisation or unfair labour prac- 
tice indulged in by the authority the then in office of 
the Health Section who was competent to appoint 
Sen as Literate Jamadar in preference to Chandra and 
others mentioned above, who were senior to him draw- 
ing pay in the same scale with diverse job designa- 
tions. 'The seniority list would show, published in 
April 1959, i.e. the final list, that in the gradation 
ladder literate Jamadar Sen was on the 51st serial 
while Sachmdra N. Banerjee, Monoranjan Chakra- 
varty, Nagendra N. Bhattacherjee and Kartick 
Chandra were on the serial Nos. 52, 53, 54 and 55 
respectively, so also Bhuban Chandra Das, Bhupesh 
Cha. Chakravorty, Paresh Pande on 56, 57 and 58 
respectively. This list would show that m 1959 _ Lite- 
rate Jamadar Sen was senior to those persons m the 
list and that was the final list as submitted by Sri 
Karlekar to which the Secretary could not make 
any contrary submission. The Secretary in his sub- 
mission, however, had to admit that there is no 
pleading in the written statement hied by the Union 
that the authority that had appointed Sen, in prefer- 
ence to all those persons named above, who according 
to the length of their service, dating from their initial 
appointment in the same scale as of Sen, were appa- 
rently senior to Sen, had indulged in malafides a § aln: 
all those that were superseded, or that had indulged 
in unfair labour practice as against all those who 
were apparently superseded or that had indulged in 
victimisation of those that had been apparently 
superseded There is no case in the written statement 
of the union that all those persons whose names i 
have mentioned with reference to the seniority list 
of 1959 filed by the union as an Annexure to its 
written statement had been the subjects of malafides 

0 f r — ji — ffy or had been victimised other- 

w ; s , " . ■ ' ■ , authority or had been affected 

u v t s , ' , ■ (' ■ ' 1 fibour practice, while appointing 

in preference to all those persons named above m the 
seniority list, Sen as Literate Jamadar on 11th JuJy 
1952 The union is espousing, as it appears from the 
written statement, only the case of Kartick Chandra 
hut not all those who were apparently superseded, it 
regard be had to the dates of their first appointment 
of those in the Health Section m the scale of pay to 
which, from Sen to Pande, SI. 51 to 58 of the seniority 
list of 1959, had been appointed with diverse job 
designations as in the list. 

10 Now if the promotion of Sen to the post of Lite- 
rate Jamadar is to be interfered with by the tribunal, 
then as Sri Kadlekar submitted, the cases of all other 
persons mentioned above were required to be review- 
ed so much so that there would be a cause for an in- 
dustrial unrest instead of industrial peace amongst 
nil those persons mentioned above who had. on seeing 
fhe final seniority list, raised no objection not to 
speak of the union, for all those persons for all these 
wars from 195° U 1971 when the reference was 
made to this tribunal by the Central Government on 
20th August, 1971. 


11. The second branch of contention of the Secre- 
tary of the Union was as I have pointed out, could be 
rationally accepted if I could interfere with the 
seniority list of 1959 that remained unchallenged 
from 1959 April to August, 1971 when this reference 
vps made regarding the case of only Kartick Kumar 
Chandra expoused by the union that had not con- 
sidered the cases of apparent supersession of all those 
persons mentioned earlier with reference to the 
seniority list of 1959, filed, as an Annexure by the 
union its_If. In its written statement the union did 
not challenge the correctness and bonafides in the 
maxdng of the amended seniority list i.e. list of 1959. 
On the basis of the seniority list of 1959 amongst the 
Literate Jamadars promotion to the posts of Lower 
division clerks and Junior clerks nad to be made by 
the authorities of the Port Commissioners on 1st April 
1963. The Secretary of the Union did not submit 
before me that in preferring Sen as literate jamadar 
being senior to Kartick Kumar Chandra, on the basis 
of the seniority list of 1959, filed as an Annexure to 
their written statement by the union, there had been 
any violation of the seniority rule. From the written 
statement of the union also, the Secretary of the 
union could not point out that the union had pleaded 
either malafides or victimisation or unfair labour 
practice in the appointment of Sen senior to Chandra, 
as a Lower division-clerk, and appointment of Chandra 
as Junior clerk. The Secretary did not submit that 
in preferring Sen to Chandra in the appointment of 
lower division clerk, there was any violation of the 
agreement as mentioned in paragraph 2(b) (i) and 
(ii) of the Commissioners’ written statement. The 
Secretary, however, submitted that in the prayer 
portion of the written statement of the union it had 
stated that in the circumstances stated in the written 
statement, the tribunal should answer the issue re- 
ferred to for adjudication in favour of Sri Kartick 
Kumar Chandra and award Kartick Kumar Chandra 
the relief of promotion retrospectively by holding 
his supersession to be illegal, unjustified and mala- 
fide. But nowhere any circumstance was pleaded in 
the written statement of the union, i.e. the factual 
circumstance, indicating thereby malafides or victi- 
ation or unfair labour pracfitice in the appointing 
authority either when Sen was promoted to the post 
of Literate Jamadar on 11th July 1952, or when Sen 
was promofited to the post of lower division clerk on 
1st April 1963. Malafides, victimisation or unfair 
labour practice are matters of fact. If anybody pleads 
malafide, victimisation or unfair labour practice, 
he is to plead the facts and circumstances in 
its statement of case upon which malafide, 
etc. could be grounded. The party opposing such 
statement is e ; ther to admit or deny specifically by 
pleading the facts counteracting such malafides or 
victimisation or unfair labour practice. Thereupon, 
an issue of fact would arise as to whether under the 
factual circumstances, as pleaded by the parties to an 
adjudication proceeding, there was either malafides 
or victimisation or unfair ’ 1 “ anyone 

of it, indulged in by the while 

the appointing authority 1 amongst 

many of the same cadre to a higher cadre-post pre- 
ferring that promotee to other eligibles in the lower 
cadre. Upon such an issue evidence to be adduced by 
’ * parties would be relevant and 

such evidence the tribunal is to find 
proved circumstances of the case, 
that there had been malafides or victimisation or uh- 
fair labour practice in the appointing authority while 
appointing one amongst many from the lower cadre 
post to a higher cadre post superseding the claims of 
other eligibles in the lower cadre. In that event, 
onlv the tribunal may have to interfere with the ‘dis- 
pute over a promotion matter. 


12. Now, the question arises whether on the facts in 
pleadings an issue of fact on the question of malafides 
or victimisation or unfair labour practice affecting 
Kartick Chandra in the matter of promotion of Sen 
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in preference to Chandra to the post of Literate jama- 
dar and subsequently to the post of lower division 
clerk could arise merely on the mention of an word 
‘malaflde’ in the prayer portion of the union’s written 
statement. I am sorry, that the law would not permit 
such an issue of fact to be raised on the pleadings 
before this tribunal. So, no evidence on such an issue 
would be relevant and admissible. The Secretary 
did not dispute in his submission before me that in 
following the seniority list of Literate Jamadars 1959 
List there was any irregularity or illegality while 
Sen senior to Kartick Chandra in the seniority list of 
Literate Jamadars was appointed to the post of Lower 
division clerk. I have already pointed out that the 
Secretary of the union first attacked the promotion of 
Sen to the post of Literate Jamadar in preference to 
Chandra and submitted that if that promotion could 
be ipterferred with, then Sen would have been junior 
to Chandra on 1st April 1963 having regard to the 
total length of his service in the scale of pay to which 
both were initially appointed, and that in that eyent 
Sen ought not to have been appointed lower division 
clerk in preference to Chandra. The tribunal, cannot, 
as the law stands, interfere with the seniority list of 
-1959 where Sen is shown senior to Chandra as Literate 
Jamadar nor can it undo the promotion of Sen from 
the post of a Ratman to that of Literate Jamadar as 
there is no pleading of malafldes, etc., as I have already 
pointed out in the written statement of the union. 
Moreover, as the law stands, I cannot permit my- 
self to interfere with the seniority list of 1959, and 
cannot set aside the promotion of Sen to the post Of 
Literate Jamadar and thereafter to the post of lower 
division clerk, when in the written statement of the 
union, there is no factual assertion of malafldes or 
victimisation or unfair labour practice in the appoint- 
ing authority while promoting Sen to the post of 
Literate Jamadar, and again to the post of lower 
division clerk respectively in preference to Chandra, 
on both the occasions. 


13. The law is now well settled on this score. In 
the case of Mahendralal vs Hindustan Steel Limited. 
Bhilai Steel Project (by General Manager) and an- 
other, reported in 1969 I LLJ, page 75, their Lordships 
of the Division Bench of the Madhya Pradesh High 
Court had copiously referred to and relied on the 
diclsions of the Supreme Court of India in the case of 
Brooke Bond (India) (Private) Limited) vs their work- 
men, 1963 I LLJ page 250 and 1966 I LLJ, page 402 
and laid down the content and scope of jurisdiction 
of a Labour Court and an Industrial Tribunal in inter- 
fering with the question of promotion of employees 
of industrial establishments. In Brooke Bond’s case 
(1963 I LU page 256) their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court laid down, “Thus, though promotion is normally 
a function of the management, if it appears to the tri- 
bunal to which a dispute as to failure of the employer 
to promote a senior employee is referred, that in 
promoting another employee in preference to the 
senior employee, the management has been actuated 
by considerations other than on merits or that the 
failure to promote the eligible person who is senior 
in service amount to an unfair labour practice, the 
tribunal would be justified in interfering with the 
order made. But in the absence of malafldes, normally 
it must be left to the discretion of the management 
to decide which of the employees should he selected 
for promotion at r given time subject of course to the 
above formula. “In Brooke Bond’s case reported In 
1960 I LLJ, page 402. their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court observed. "Generally speaking promotion is the 
management’s function; but it may oe recognised that 
there may be occasions when a tribunal may have to 
interfere ‘with promotions made by the management 
where it is felt that the persons superseded have been 
so supersedede on account of malafldles or victimisa- 
tion, Even so, after a finding of malaflde or victimisa- 
tion it is not. the function of the tribunal to consider 
the merits of the various employees itself and then 
decide whom to promote or whom not to promote. If 
Industrial tribunal finds that promotions have been 
made which are unjustified on the ground of malafldes 


or victimisation, the proper course for it to take is to 
set aside the promotions and ask the management to 
consider the cases of superseded employees and decide 
for itself whom to promote, except of course the per- 
son whose promotion has been set aside by the tribu- 
nal”. Quoting those two observations of their Lord- 
ships of the Supreme Court Madhya Pradesh High 
Court observed at page 79 of the Report, “The Labour 
Court, in transgression of these settled principles, tried 
to interfere with a fair and just decision of the manage- 
ment. Thereby, it usurped a jurisdiction which it did 
not possess”. In that case the question of seniority 
in terms of certain circular of the Bhilai Steel Pro- 
ject had to be construed by the Labour Court. The 
circular of the Genera] Manager as quoted in page 80 
of the Report was “Seniority shall be fixed strictly in 
accordance with date of joining of an employee In a 
particular category or cadre”. In that case the Indus- 
trial Court interpreted that the temporary promotion 
of the employee concerned in an officiating capacity 
made on Rd hoc basis would be counted in determining 
his seniority in the cadre of Section Assistant", In 
that context their Lordships of the Madhya Pradesh 
High Court observed at page 80, “The temporary pro- 
motion of a person to a post in a higher cadre in an 
officiating capacity, is not tantamount to his appoint- 
ment in a particular category or cadre within the 
meaning of the circular. Such a temporary appoint- 
ment confers on him no right to that post. It, there- 
fore, follows the appointment of the petitioner to the 
cadre or section assistant was on 20th September, 1958, 
when he, along with 33 other upper division clerks, 
was first promoted as section assistant, the Labour 
Court acted illegally or with material’ irregularity in 
not adhereing to the basic principles”. In that case 
the Labour Court misconstrued the circular and revised 
the seniority list on a wrong interpretation of the 
Circular in case of the employee who claimed that he 
had been superseded. The Madhya Pradesh High 
Court found that the Labour Court from whose deci- 
sion there was revision to the Industrial Court under 
the Madhya Pradesh Industrial Relations Act disre- 
garded the relevant circular of Bhilai Steel Project 
that the seniority shall be fixed strictly in accordance 
with the date of joining an employee in a particular 
cadre or category. At page 79 of the Report their 
Lordships of the Madhya Pradesh High Court observed: 
“The first question regarding jurisdiction Of the Labour 
Court is Inter-linked with the second question regard- 
ing the constructions of the different circulars 

Normally in dealing with dispute 

as to promotion, however, anxious indus- 
trial adjudication .may be, regard must always 
be had to the fact that in matters promotion 
discretion has primarily to he left to the employer. 
In that context their Lordships quoted the two deci- 
sions of the Supreme Court in the two Brooke Bond 
cases from which I have extracted the relevant obser- 
vations, In Brooke Bond case reported in 1986 I LLJ 
page 402, the Supreme Court made it abundantly 
clear that supersession in a promotion case could be 
interferreed with by an Industrial tribunal only when 
there was malaflde or victimisation. After it is found 
that there has been malafldes or victimisation affect- 
ing the superseded employee, then the promotion of 
the promotee employee would be set aside and the 
management should be left with the direction that 
it. should according to the rules In force, consider all 
the cases of eliglbles for promotion to a particular 
post. In absence of pleading, and proof of malafldes. 
on victimisation or unfair labour practice, or any of 
those the tribunal has no jurisdiction either to inter- 
fere with the seniority list or to set aside a promotion, 
and appoint in place of the promotee, the superseded 
employee who claims that he had been superseded In 
preference to the promotee. Now, if in the case of a 
promotion, an eligible employee has been superseded 
in preference to the promotee by the management and 
if such decision is fair and just, the tribunal cannot 
interfere with such promotion. In a recent case, B. A. 
Nigam, Petitioner vs The Registrar of High Court of 
Madhya Pradesh. Jabalpur and others, reported in 
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1972 L.I.C., Volume 5, Fart 49, page 93, the Madhya 
Pradesh High Court had to deal witn the case of super- 
session of a Civil Judge to the post of Additional Dist- 
rict and Sessions Judge. The petitioner, a Civil Judge 
in the Madhya Pradesh called in question the promo- 
tion of 40 Civil Judges to the post of Additional Dist- 
rict and Sessions Judges on the ground that Civil 
Judges junior to him in the cadre were promoted 
under the circumstances in which his claim 
for such promotion was not considered. 
The direction of their Lordships was 

S iven in paragraph 23 of the judgment at page 105 of 
le Report. The Madhya Pradesh High Court was 
Respondent No. 1 and the Madhya Pradesh Govern- 
ment was Respondent No. 2 in that case. Their Lord- 
ships observed, “The Respondents ] and 2 shall be 
required to consider the claims of the petitioner for 
promotion whenever, after November 30, 1908, the 
claims of those junior to him in the cadre of Civil 
Judges were considered for promotion. If he is found 
fit for promotion, the promotions made on those occa- 
sions shall be reviewed and the petitioner shall be 
given his relative seniority in the cadre of Additiona 1 
District and Sessions Judges on that basis. The res- 
pondents 1 and 2 shall also consider what other conse- 
quential benefits should be allowed to him”. So, the 
law as laid down in Brooke Bond case 1966 I LLJ 
page 402, supra, and in Nigam’s case 1972 L.I.C : s that 
if there had been supersession in the matter of promo- 
tion of Sen in preference to Chandra on the ground 
of malafldes or victimisation or unfair labour practices 
operating as against Chandra w r hile Sen was appointed 
Literate 'Jamadar and subsequently as Lower division 
clerk by the appointing authority, the promotion ot 
Sen to lhc post of Literate Jamadar and subsequently 
to the post of Lower division clerk shall have to be set 
aside and the management shall have to be directed to 
take into consideration cases of all those persons who 
on 11th July, 1932, were eligible for promotion as 
Literate Jamadars from the scale of pay to which Sen 
and Chandra and those other were appointed, with 
diverse designations in the Health section of the Port 
Commissioners. The management shall have to be 
directed to consider that after considering the eligibi- 
lity of all those on 11th July, 1952 for promotion to the 
post of Literate Jamadars, those found fit by the 
management under the Rules, should be appointed on 
and from that date. Thereafter on 1st April, 1963 
having regard to the seniority amongst the Literate 
Jamadars the management shall have to consider the 
eligibility of those amongst the Literate Jamadars fit 
under the Rules for promotion to the post of Lower 
division clerks. The tribunal cannot usurup the juri- 
diction of the management. The tribunal can only 
direct the management to follow the seniority rule and 
review the entire case of promotion on 11th July, 1952 
of all eligibJes to the post of a Literate Jamadar and 
to review all cases of those eligible for promotion on 
1st April, 1903 to the posts of Lower division clerks. 
The tribunal cannot set aside the seniority list and 
appoint on and from 11th July, 1962 Chandra as a 
Literate Jamadar and then on 1st April, 1963 as a 
Lower division clerk. This function is entirely of the 
management. But the moot question would be whether 
on the blendings an Issue could be raised regarding 
the malafldes or victimisation or unfair labour practice 
indulged in by the respective appointing authority 
while promoting Sen to the post of Literate Jamadar 
and Lower division clerk in preference to Chandra 
and not only Chandra but others as mentioned above. 
But there is not a whisper even in the written state- 
ment of the union relating to the factual circumstances 
alleging either malafldes or victimisation or unfair 
labour nractice or all those in the relative appointing 
authority when Sen was promoted to the post of Liter- 
ate Jamadar and later on to the post of Lower divi- 
sion clerk in preference to Chandra. Therefore, as 
laid down bv the Supreme Court in the Brooke Bond 
cases from which T have extracted the relevant obser- 
vations, this tribunal cannot, within the scope of the 
pleadings, raise an issue as that of malafldes or victi- 


misation or unfair labour practice as already observed 
nor can it allow the union to lead evidence on such a 
question. As there was no factual assertion of cir- 
cumstance relating to malafldes or victimisation or 
unfair labour practice in the union’s written statement, 
the Commissioners for the Port of Calcutta in their 
written statement had no occasion for traversing any 
such fact as being not relevant to the circumstances 
stated in the written statement filed by the union for 
the workman. I wonder how can the union espouse 
only the case of one workman when the seniority list 
of 1959 made Annexurc to the Union’s written state- 
ment would show that in 1952 when Sen was appointed 
Literate Jamadar many amongst those in the same 
scale of pay with Sen who had entered service long 
before Sen had entered as a lascar, had not been pre- 
ferred to Sen, when Sen was appointed Literate Jama- 
dar on 11th July. 1952. The seniority list of 1969 
also shows that Chandra superseded many senior to 
him when appointed Literate Jamadar 24th June, 1953. 

I wonder why the union espousing the case of Chandra 
had not challenged the Sen’s promotion to Literate 
Jamadarship as having had been affected by the 
appointing authority’s malafldes or victimisation or 
unfair labour practice operating as against Chandra' 
as well as against others senior to Sen on the score 
of their total length of service in the same scale of 
pay and as such eligible for such promotion as con- 
tended by the Secretary, The Secretary of the union 
during the discussion on the point of law, and on the 
absence of pleading in the union’s statement of case 
on the factual circumstances relating to malafieds or 
victimisation or unfair labour practice having had 
been indulged in by the relevant appointing authori- 
ties, submitted that he would not produce any evidence 
as the reference was pivoted only upon a case that 
Sen’s appointment as Literate Jamadar and Lower 
division clerk in preference to Chandra on 11th July, 
1952 and 1st April, 1963 respectively was affected by 
the appointing authority’s malaflde or victimisation or 
unfair labour practice operating as against Chandra 
to the benefit of Sen when the union had not pleaded 
such a case in Its written statement. The Secretary, 
however, submitted that he would not question the 
law as has been laid down by their Lordships of the 
Supereme Court and Madhya Pradesh High Court, He 
also submitted that on the case as made in the written 
statement and on the submission he made before the 
tribunal, if law as laid down by the Superme Court 
and the Madhya Pradesh High Court stood in the way, 
he had nothing to complain. Thus, upon the argument 
advanced by the Secretary on the pleadings as well 
as by Sri G, V. Karlekar, and on the Annexurc, which 
I have referred to filed along with the written state- 
ment of the union, there can be no escape from the 
conclusion that as Sen’s promotion to Literate Jamadar- 
ship by the appointing authority was neither malaflde 
nor a case of victimisation or unfair labour practice, 
this tribunal cannot set aside such promotion. The 
seniority list of 1959 that was accepted both by 
Chandra and by the union made Sen senior to Chandra 
as a Literate Jamadar, On 1st April, 1903, when senior 
Sen was appoint as u Lower division clerk there was 
no violation of the seniority rule. There was no mala- 
fides or victimisation or unfair labour practice when 
senior Sen was first appointed Literate Jamadar and 
then appointed Lower division clerk in preference to 
Chandra now working as junior clerk. The ground 
on which this reference has been made before this 
tribunal could have been adiudicated in favour of 
Chandra if the union had pleaded in its written state- 
ment that when Sen was appointed Literate Jamadar 
m preference to Chandra, the appointing authority 
acted malaflde against Chandra and/or it was a case 
of victimisation or indulgence in unfair labour practice 
against Chandra bv such authority. In regal'd to itio 
seniority list of 1959 i.e. revised list there is no plead- 
ing by the union that when the revised seniority list 
of 1959 was finally published and accepted by all 
Literate Jamadars including Chandra in 1959, there 
was malaflde or unfair Labour practice or victimisa- 
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tion against Chandra in the preparation of the. seniority 
list wherefor such seniority list could be on proof of 
malafldes or victimisation interferrcd with by the tri- 
bunal upon an issue raised on that point on the union’s 
making such a case in the written statement when 
the Commissioners of the Port of Calcutta could either 
deny or admit such assertion. Therefore, there is no 
case of the union before this tribunal that when Sen 
was appointed Literate Jamadar in preference to 
Chandra, the appointing authority acted malaflde or 
was guilty of victimisation or unfair labour practice 
affecting Chandra nor is there any such case that while 
publishing the final seniority list in 1959 the authority 
that published the list that means the Secretary of 
the Commissioners of the Port of Calcutta in 1959, 
acted malaflde or indulged in victimisation or unfair 
laluior practice affecting Chandra. There is no case 
that while appointing Literate Jamadar Sen senior to 
Chandra as appearing in the Seniority list of 1959, as 
Lower division clerk on 1st April, 1963, the appointing 
authority acted malafidc or was guilty of victimisation 
or unfair labour practice as against Chandra So, the 
reference as now appearing for adjudication before 
this tribunal cannot be answered in favour of the 
workman whose case is being espoused by the union. 

14. In the circumstances reviewed above, the tribu- 
nal holds that the appointing authority was justified 
in promoting Sri Sen to the post of Literate Jamadar 
on 11th July, 1952 and thereafter in promoting Sri 
Sen to the post of Lower Division clerk on 1st April, 
1963 superseding on both occasions the alleged claim 
of the workman Chandra, junior to Sen in the seniority 
list of 1959 relating to Literate Jamadar. The promo- 
tion of Sri Sen on both occasions being just and fair 
cannot be interfered with by this Tribunal. 

In the result the reference is rejected. 

This is my award. 

(Sd.) S. N. Bagciii 
Presiding Officer. 

Dated, the 2nd August, 1972. 

[No. L.32014/2/71-P&D.] 
V. SANKARALINGAM, Under Secy. 


MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 8th June 1972 

S.O. 2415. — The following bye-lawg made by the Haj 
Committee, Bombay, under sub-section (1) of section 
18 of the Haj Committee Act, 1959 (51 of 1959) to 
amend the Haj Committee Bye-Laws, 1966, and con- 
firmed by the Central Government under sub-section 
(2) of that section, are hereby published as required 
by sub-section (3) thereof namely : — 

1, Short title. — These bye-laws may be called the 
Haj Committee (Amendment) Bye-Laws, 1972. 

2. Amendment of bye-law 5. — In bye-law 5 of the 
Haj Committee Bye-Laws, 1966 (hereinafter referred 


to as the principal Bye-Laws), for clause (4), the 
following clause shall be substituted, namely: — 

"(4) The Presiding Officer shall be responsible 
for preserving order at the meeting and may 
direct any member whose conduct is in his 
opinion disorderly and not conducive to the 
decorum of the meeting, to withdraw imme- 
diately from the meeting. Such member shall 
do so forthwith and shall absent himself dur- 
ing the remaining period of that meeting.” 

3. Amendment of bye-law 14. — In bye-law 14 of the 
principal Bye-Laws, in clause (v), the words and figure 
'on payment of a fee of Rs. 5” shall be omitted. 

[No. Mil- 1181(45)/04.] 
M. H. ANSARI, Dy. Secy. 
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TUT yg fffPfffufara' SqfffTR TUT TTfffsiff 
fgnr sir 7% £ ^rrr fr bta rrt m ttrut ( 3) ir 
t, *WT : — 
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RffaffR, 1972 TfflT $1 RffTjft I 
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fft, TffT : 
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